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ABSTRACT 
This research investigates the influences on the teaching and learning of English in the Royal 
Thai Air Force Academy (RTAFA). In the study, a Mixed Methods design, incorporating both 
quantitative and qualitative research design features, was employed within a Case Study 
approach. Questionnaires and interviews were used as research techniques to examine and 
identify what constitute the influences on the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA 
and the factors that affect the limitation of the English proficiency of the RTAFA graduates.   
 
The quantitative methods included a pilot questionnaire for cadets (N = 35), questionnaires 
for every Year level of cadets in training (N = 517) and questionnaires for the English 
instructors (N = 9). The Quest software program (Adams & Khoo, 1993) was applied to 
analyse the questionnaires and group means and standard deviations were used to calculate 
effect sizes between students of different Year levels. In relation to the student questionnaire, 
some category items were also examined and analysed separately. In relation to the qualitative 
analysis, semi-structured interviews with a small number of the RTAFA cadets in all five 
years of training (N = 25), the English instructors (N = 9) and the senior administrators of the 
RTAFA (N = 4) were conducted to complement and triangulate the data gathered from the 
questionnaires.  
 
The results from the questionnaires and interviews suggest that the English curriculum 
influenced the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA, followed by issues in relation 
to cadets’ attitudes and motivations for studying English and cadets’ English educational 
background. Factors that affected the limitation of the English proficiency of the RTAFA 
graduates were a lack of realization by the cadets of the importance of English, the very 
structure of the English curriculum and the content of the English syllabus, the perceived low 
status of English as evidenced by the lack of academic credits given to the subject, the poor 
facilities of the language laboratories, the perceived lack of current teaching methods and 
techniques of the instructors, the varying experiences of the cadets’ background knowledge of 
English, the rigid military system and the need for more native speaking English instructors to 
develop the oral language skills of cadets. Based on the findings of all the data, suggested 
recommendations for improving the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA include a 
revision of the English curriculum, an improvement of the content of English with an 
emphasis on listening, speaking and conversation skills, an update of the English language 
laboratories, smaller English classes and a constant professional development for instructors 
in relation to techniques in English teaching and learning.      
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Chapter 1 
Introduction 
 
1.0 Overview of the research 
English has been taught in many countries around the world as a primary language, a second 
language (ESL), or a foreign language (EFL) depending upon the history of each country and 
the relationship and influences between the English-speaking countries and a particular 
country. For Thai people, although the English language is considered a foreign language in 
Thailand, it is very much emphasized in the Thai educational curriculum and regarded as 
important as the studies of other major subjects such as mathematics, science and the Thai 
language. As a developing country, it is expected that Thai people must be fluent in both Thai 
and English in order to better the country in all aspects and to keep up with the world of 
globalization. My investigation is an examination of the teaching and learning of English in 
the Royal Thai Air Force Academy (RTAFA). This research aims to investigate the influences 
on the teaching and learning of English in the academy based on the data from the 
respondents consisting of air cadets, English instructors and senior managers. In the study, a 
mixed methods design, incorporating both qualitative and quantitative research design 
features, were employed within a case study approach. Questionnaires and interviews were 
used as research techniques to examine and identify what constitute the influences on the 
teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA and the factors that affect the limitation of the 
English proficiency of the RTAFA graduates.  
 
1.1 Background context 
In Thailand, for over one hundred years, English has been taught as a foreign language (EFL) 
in schools. This was started when an American missionary came to Thailand and started to 
teach English, signaling a trend towards a modern western-style of education (Wongsothorn, 
2000). This also reflected the idea that viewed English as a medium language used in 
communicating with the outside world, especially with the western countries in order to 
acquire new knowledge and technologies to develop the country in various aspects.  
 
For military academies, English has been taught as a compulsory subject in the 
Chulachomklao Royal Military Academy (CRMA), the Royal Thai Naval Academy (RTNA) 
as well as in the Royal Thai Air Force Academy (RTAFA). Although military education and 
other fundamental courses are provided to equip cadets with knowledge and experiences to be 
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used and applied after graduation, one of the subjects that receives great emphasis is English. 
It is viewed as one of the international languages that can benefit the armed forces and the 
country in many aspects such as military cooperation, high technology, national security and 
international relations. 
 
With respect to the RTAFA, although established the latest among the three academies 
mentioned earlier, it requires graduates who are proficient in English since the air force 
utilises a lot of very high technology especially from abroad. Besides that, air force personnel 
such as pilots are required to communicate with control towers in English, usually known as 
Air-speak, whereas engineers in various fields namely aeronautical, civil, electrical, 
mechanical, industrial, and computer engineering have encountered a lot of technical terms 
and terminologies in English. As a result, English literacy is very important and has been 
encouraged from the establishment of the RTAFA. 
 
At the academy, English is a compulsory course required for every semester of a five-year 
curriculum (the old curriculum finishing in 2005) and a four-year curriculum (the new 
curriculum starting from 2002).1 In order to better understand the influences on the teaching 
and learning of English at this institution, several factors such as the policy of the academy, 
curriculum and materials, schedules of the English classes, teaching approaches and learning 
strategies were taken into consideration. In addition, it is considered very useful to examine 
the issue of global education so that comparison and improvement in the RTAFA English 
education and internationalization of the curriculum can be made possible.                                                    
                                                                                 
1.2 Rationale  
1.2.1 The importance of English in the Royal Thai Air Force  
The Royal Thai Air Force (RTAF) is the service that involves high technology received or 
learned from abroad, mostly from the western countries such as the United States, many 
technical terms, manuals, equipment and weaponry require personnel who are knowledgeable 
in the English language in order to handle any mission appropriately. For example, at the 
Flying Training School, student pilots, who graduated from the Royal Thai Air Force 
Academy (RTAFA), are required to use English textbooks about aviation in their studies. This 
is to familiarize them with flying terminology. In addition, their English skills, especially in 
___________________________________________________________________ 
1
 In 2002, the RTAFA curriculum was changed from the five-year curriculum to the four-year 
curriculum. 
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speaking and listening, are emphasized for they have to make contacts with control towers in 
Air-speak, also referred to as radiotelephony phraseology among aviation personnel (Sullivan 
& Girginer, 2002). When they fly the aircrafts English is used as the language medium to 
communicate internationally. 
 
Apart from the necessity of the use of the English language in aviation, the RTAF also 
requires its personnel to be proficient in English in terms of maintaining and enhancing the 
relationships with other armed forces overseas. The Thai Air Force has opportunities on a 
regular basis to welcome Heads of the State, Chiefs of various armed forces, high-ranking 
officers and personnel from different countries. Thus, English is a useful means to help them 
communicate and understand each other. Even with countries in Asia such as China, Japan, 
Korea, Malaysia and Singapore, the language used in communication is English. 
 
Another area that English receives great emphasis is in education and training. Air force 
personnel are encouraged to seek advancement in their career by continuing their studies as 
well as attending schools and other training offered in the air force. However, whether they 
are going to study in Thailand or overseas, they have to pass an English examination, which is 
set as a basic requirement. In the RTAF, there is much training and many military exercises. 
Some are designed especially for air force personnel whereas others are arranged through 
cooperation between Thailand and the other countries such as Australia, Indonesia, Malaysia, 
Singapore and the United States. Nevertheless, sometimes more than two countries participate 
in the training or military exercises. For this reason, the English language is used as a 
common language to communicate among military personnel from various countries. 
 
1.2.2 English in the Royal Thai Air Force Academy                   
The studying of English is not only considered necessary, but also essential, and has been set 
as a compulsory course for the air cadets in every semester in the RTAFA program. However, 
it has been observed and commented on by high-ranking officers and senior officers that 
many air cadets who have just graduated from the academy still need some improvement in 
their English proficiency. Some of these officers have based their opinions on the cadets’ 
grades in English at the academy, which are usually not as high as their grades in courses 
related to Mathematics, Science or Engineering. However, others believe that the results of 
standardized tests administered such as the scores of approximately 500 on the Test of 
English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL) (Educational Testing Services, 1995) (See Appendix 
7), 5 on the International English Language Testing System (IELTS) (Jakeman & McDowell, 
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1999) (See Appendix 8), and at least 70 on the English Comprehension Level (ECL) Test or 
the American Language Course Placement Test (ALCPT) (Defense Language Institute 
English Language Center, 1989) (See Appendix 9) offered by the Ministry of Defense of the 
United States, are acceptable indicators of the cadets’ proficiency in English. This is perhaps 
based on personal experience of air force personnel who took these particular tests before 
when they went abroad to continue their studies or to attend military trainings. 
 
Apart from the use of these tests as criteria to judge the cadets’ proficiency in English, in 
many cases, these newly graduated officers are judged or assessed through their performances 
and interactions among military personnel whose native language or medium language is 
English. They usually come to Thailand to participate in the joint/combined defence force 
exercises such as Air Thamal (Thailand-Malaysia), Balance Torch (Thailand-the United 
States), Cobra Gold (Thailand-the United States), and Pirab-Jabiru (Thailand-Australia), 
which are conducted on a frequent basis. Thus, during these exercises, air force personnel 
such as pilots, engineers in various fields, technicians and other staff are required to use 
English properly in order to complete their missions successfully. 
 
1.2.3 Research study 
Proficiency in English is considered essential and part of the globalization phenomenon for 
military personnel, especially those who graduate from the Royal Thai Air Force Academy 
(RTAFA). In addition, RTAFA cadets are in the 21st century, the era of global education, like 
other students all over the world. It is very interesting and challenging to investigate this 
recent phenomena concerning cross-cultural learning, multi-literacy, internationalization of 
the curriculum, modification of teaching styles to accommodate students’ diverse learning 
styles, authentic learning and the use of technological support practices (Ramburuth, 2002; 
Singh & Brown, 2002). Part of this is based on the fact that the world is currently viewed as a 
microcosm. People from different parts of the world can contact each other very rapidly and 
more conveniently, using the English language as one of the international languages. 
Consequently, students, valuable resources and future of the globe, should be well prepared to 
face these new challenges and different ideas from different perspectives. For this reason, it is 
worth investigating the influences on the teaching and learning of the English language in the 
academy in order to be able to identify the factors that are facilitating or limiting the English 
proficiency of the RTAFA graduates. Such information will enable positive changes to the 
curriculum to be made. Important issues such as the cadets’ educational background in 
 6 
English, the English curriculum of the RTAFA, the cadets’ attitudes and motivation towards 
the studies of English, and the cadets’ concerns and suggestions for change were examined. 
 
In the area of the English education, several studies have been done in order to examine the 
influences or factors that affect Asian students in learning English as a foreign language (Kim, 
2003; Huang, 2001; Ratchadavisitakul, 2001; Bang, 1999; Boonyanate, 1996). A lot of these 
studies involve Chinese, Japanese, Malaysian and Korean students. Nevertheless, few have 
been conducted with Thai students and, in fact, very few have been researched in the area of 
military academies and military cadets in Asia and especially in Thailand. Thus, research in 
this field is viewed as useful and necessary because it may yield some interesting findings that 
may be very beneficial to the improvement of the teaching and learning of English as a 
foreign language (EFL) in the Royal Thai Air Force Academy. 
 
Due to the fact that the literature in this particular area is rather limited and that the issue of 
global education is an essential and valuable one to look into, it is considered very useful to 
examine: a) The present English teaching practices in the RTAFA, b) The current teaching of 
English practices as a foreign or second language in the globalization education community, 
and, c) The feasibility of incorporating and adapting some of these current practices into the 
English education in the academy. 
 
a) The present English teaching practices in the RTAFA. 
 
According to the RTAFA curriculum, whether the old one or the latest one (see 
footnote 1 p. 3), English has been taught in every semester. There are two instructors 
assigned to teach air cadets for each year level. Generally, one is responsible for 
teaching structure and written expressions, including writing. The other is responsible 
for teaching reading and vocabulary, together with listening practices in the language 
laboratory. Besides that, a native English instructor is assigned to teach conversation 
classes once a week. Concerning the teaching styles, many instructors prefer the 
teacher-centered method because they would like to cover all the content prepared 
within the limited time. As a result, lecturing is very often used in classrooms, with the 
practices of doing exercises individually and orally. Written exercises are sometimes 
given as homework, depending upon each instructor. For some instructors, the 
teaching style focuses on the students. Many activities are used to enhance teaching 
and learning processes. However, due to the limited time of the class, approximately 
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50 minutes once a week with one instructor, and a considerable number of cadets, 
about 30 cadets, in each class, the instructors have difficulties in covering all the 
content planned. Usually, extra classes are set in order for the instructors to catch up 
with their lesson plans. The use of media such as newspaper, television, radio and 
video is also applied. However, it is not compulsory. Actually, each instructor has 
control over his or her class. The textbooks, which are in current use, are the American 
Language Course (Defense Language Institute English Language Center, 1998). Some 
other commercial books such as New Interchange (Richards, Hull & Proctor, 1997), 
Headway (Soars, J. & Soars, L., 1991), TOEFL (Educational Testing Services, 1995) 
(See Appendix 7), IELTS (Jakeman & McDowell, 1999) (See Appendix 8), and Test 
of English for International Communication (TOEIC) (Educational Testing Services, 
1995) are sometimes used as supplementary. Assignments are usually done in written 
forms. There may be some students who submit their assignments as printed 
documents. However, many students still prefer the traditional hand written way of 
submitting their work. There have been complaints from the cadets about the expenses 
they have to incur if they would like to, or sometimes have to, hand in a printed 
version of their work. Not all of these cadets can afford these expenses.  
 
b) The current teaching of English practices as a foreign or second language in the 
globalization education 
 
According to Carnoy and Rhoten (2002) globalization has an influence on the world’s 
economy, and the most important resources for the economy are based on an increase 
in knowledge and information through education. In addition, they believe that in 
terms of education, there is a need to improve the quality of the national educational 
system to become an international one for the purpose of competitiveness. Thus, 
curriculum, standards and testing are to be reconsidered and reshaped to increase 
accountability. The use of Information and Communications Technology (ICT) is 
introduced into the educational system to better the quality and quantity of education 
by way of computer-assisted instruction and the use of the Internet. This is based on 
the belief that in the future this new technology will be able to reach students in even 
the smallest part of every country and they can share the knowledge with the rest of 
the world. In other words, it will be the ‘seamless education’ (Singh & Brown, 2002; 
Battersby, 2002), while the teaching and learning strategies will be shifted from 
‘largely print-bound literacy’ to the new phase of literacy from the new technologies. 
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It will be beneficial to both the instructors and the students if they learn how to use the 
technology and integrate this into their curriculum appropriately. With the increasingly 
widespread use of computers, many technology supported practices can be applied to 
teaching and learning situations. As for example, computer assisted language learning 
(CALL) in various skill practices, authentic activities and online learning (Reeves, 
Herrington & Oliver, 2002), the use of computer peer feedback (Hayward & Tuzi, 
2003), project-based (Kamhi-Stein, Bezdikian & Gillis, 2002), problem-based learning 
(Waters & McCracken, 1997), and Internet chat discussion sessions (Freiermuth, 
2002). 
 
c) The feasibility of incorporating and adapting some of these current practices into the 
English education in the academy. 
 
As Singh and Brown (2002) mention, it is believed that the use of technology 
supported practices can bring about better outcomes for it may help improve the 
teaching and learning processes and enhance students’ motivation for learning. In 
addition, this can lead to an increase in self-esteem in their work. Concerning the use 
of ICT in the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA, it is interesting and 
challenging to incorporate the new technology to the English curriculum of the 
academy because all the cadets are literate in computer usage and have access to 
computers. If they are encouraged to associate their learning to new ways of 
experiencing the world, the studying of English can be more “real-life and life-like” 
(Singh & Brown, 2002, p. 169). For English instructors, they have started to use 
computers in their work gradually, even those who are senior officers. As a result, it is 
possible that support practices and different types of activities and assignments 
through computer usage may be included. In the near future, instructors may be able to 
give individual feedback to each student more conveniently. Besides that, comments 
and suggestions from the students that can help improve the English curriculum may 
be made possible. 
 
1.3 Research aim 
The aim of this research is to investigate the influences on the teaching and learning of 
English in the RTAFA and factors that affect the limitation of the English proficiency of the 
RTAFA graduates. 
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1.3.1 Research questions 
The research questions of the study are as follows: 
1) What are the influences on the teaching and learning of English in the Royal Thai Air 
Force Academy? 
2) What are the factors that affect the limitation of the English proficiency of the RTAFA 
graduates? 
 
1.4 Research objectives 
The research has two main objectives. First, to establish through an empirical investigation 
the factors influencing the cadets’ English proficiency, based on their educational background 
in English, the curriculum of the academy, the attitudes towards the teaching and learning of 
English and the motivation for studying English in the RTAFA. While it is believed that there 
will be some similarities between civilian students and military cadets, it is very likely that 
some differences may be encountered. This is based on the fact that cadets’ lives are governed 
by military rules and regulations nearly all of the time. They have schedules to follow 
everyday, starting from early in the morning until late at night. Discipline is emphasized and 
perceived as a major issue. As a result, the air cadets may view the factors influencing their 
English education differently from other civilian students. For example, unlike students in the 
university, some air cadets may not feel motivated to study English since they cannot choose 
the English courses they are interested in. This is because all of the English courses in the 
academy are compulsory. Besides that, each English course is worth only one credit per 
semester whereas other courses in engineering, computer science or mathematics are at least 
three credits each. However, the examples mentioned may or may not be the factors that are 
limiting the cadets’ proficiency in English. Thus, the findings from this study may shed light 
on these issues. 
 
In the area of English teaching and learning, it is important to involve not only the cadets, but 
also, military instructors and senior administrators in this research investigation. They are also 
governed by military appropriateness and by some other factors such as military policy, 
budget, limitations as well as government policy on English education. Thus, their perceptions 
concerning the influences on the English teaching are worth consideration. In terms of the 
educational background of the cadets, the RTAFA curriculum, the attitudes towards the 
teaching and learning of English and the motivation for teaching English in the academy, the 
information gathered from the instructors would be beneficial to the research since they are 
the ones who have interactions with the students. For senior administrators, collection of data 
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relating to important aspects such as a policy, administration, curriculum design and materials 
and budget allocation may lead to a better understanding of the influences on the teaching and 
learning of English in the academy. 
 
The second objective derives from the first one. Data collected from the respondents, namely 
the air cadets, English instructors and senior administrators in the academy, have been 
examined and analysed in depth. This should provide information to facilitate a better 
understanding of these influences and thus lead to further recommendations on the 
improvement of the teaching and learning of English in the Royal Thai Air Force Academy. 
 
1.5 Significance of research 
In order to find effective ways to improve the English proficiency of the cadets in the Royal 
Thai Air Force Academy, the most important things that need to be identified first are what 
are the influences on the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA and then which 
factors in this particular case, are considered influences or factors that affect the limitation of 
the English proficiency of the RTAFA graduates. As their proficiency in English plays an 
important role in their career as pilots and key personnel of the air force, comments and 
suggestions that may be useful concerning the improvement in manageable factors related to 
the curriculum and other factors have also been provided. In addition, the result of the 
findings may, hopefully, encourage further research relating to this area for the proficiency of 
English is necessary in the work of the Royal Thai Air Force. This may well bring about new 
developments and advancements in the area of English teaching and learning in other military 
academies. 
 
1.6 Description of setting and participants 
The research was conducted, as a single case study, in the Royal Thai Air Force Academy in 
Bangkok, Thailand. According to Stake (2000), Yin (1994) and Burns (2000), the case study 
approach has long been one of the many ways researchers have implemented in research 
when the investigation is interested in an individual case or cases in order to gain insight from 
that particular bounded unit or system. In this research, a decision to undertake a single case 
study was based on the fact that each military academy in Thailand, namely the 
Chulachomklao Royal Military Academy, the Royal Thai Naval Academy and the Royal Thai 
Air Force Academy possess its own nature and characteristics that may be different from one 
institution to another institution. As Stake (2000), Wallace (1998) and Bryce (2002) point out 
that no two units or cases are identical; therefore, in order to best serve the aims of the 
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research and understand in depth the influences on the teaching and learning of English at this 
academy, only one organization was involved in the current research study, namely the 
RTAFA.  
 
The participants included air force personnel in the academy at three levels: cadets, English 
instructors and senior administrators. 517 cadets, the total number of students (in 2004), were 
asked to respond to a questionnaire asking about their perceptions of the influences that affect 
English education in the RTAFA. This was followed by interviews of five air cadets in each 
year class to clarify any issues that needed further information or explanation. In addition, 
seven out of the nine English instructors who are Thai and two native English instructors were 
first interviewed and then asked to complete a questionnaire on similar issues. Furthermore, 
four senior administrators were interviewed to reflect their perceptions on the RTAFA 
education policy and administration as well as issues related to the teaching and learning of 
English in this academy.  
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    Chapter 2 
Literature Review 
 
2.0 Introduction 
This research investigates the influences on the teaching and learning of English in the Royal 
Thai Air Force Academy (RTAFA) in Bangkok, Thailand. The research examines and 
identifies the factors that facilitate and affect the limitation of the English proficiency of the 
RTAFA graduates. In order to present very different, yet relevant, issues sequentially this 
chapter has been divided into two major sections as follows:  
Section A: Historical background and political context of Thailand 
• The English Language in Thailand 
• The Royal Thai Air Force Academy (RTAFA) 
Section B: Issues related to the teaching and learning of EFL in the RTAFA 
• Approaches and Methods in English Language Teaching 
• Teaching English as a Foreign Language (TEFL) 
• The Use of Technological Support Practices 
• Research Studies.  
 
The first issue of section A gives a brief context reflecting the relationships between Thailand 
and the western countries, leading to the interest in the study of English as a Foreign 
Language (EFL) for the first time. This includes an overview of the development of the 
English language education in Thailand from past to present. Due to the lack of contemporary 
commentaries the recent chapter by Wongsothorn (2000) will be used to portray the English 
education in Thailand. The second issue presents the history and background information of 
the Royal Thai Air Force Academy (RTAFA) as well as its geography in order to provide a 
clear picture and a better understanding of this institution. In addition, the context of mission 
and philosophy of education, and the education system, policy and curriculum of the RTAFA 
are examined. This part also covers current teaching practices in the RTAFA, especially in the 
area of the English language education.  
 
In section B, approaches and methods in English language teaching are presented. Here, a 
brief history of language teaching and the nature of the approaches and methods in language 
teaching are examined. Further examination of these approaches and methods based on their 
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underlying theories of language learning, the learning objectives, the roles of teachers and 
learners, materials, classroom procedures and techniques is also undertaken. For ease of 
organisation and discussion Richards and Rodgers latest work will be used as a spine for the 
discussion of the development of the field of English language teaching. 
 
The next issue in Part B discusses Teaching English as a Foreign Language (TEFL). In this 
part, an attempt has been made to clarify the similarities and differences between TEFL and 
Teaching English as a Second Language (TESL). Then, the current teaching of English 
practices as a foreign language and as a second language in globalized education, together 
with internationalization of the curriculum and cross-cultural learning is studied.  
 
Another issue that receives much interest in the area of the teaching and learning of English is 
the use of technological support practices. This is because it enhances the study of English 
language processes. As a result, current technology is the issue of concern in this part whereas 
the last issue of section B of this chapter focuses on research studies related to the influences 
or factors that affect Asian students as well as Thai students in the area of English as a 
Foreign Language (EFL). 
 
Section A: Historical background and political context of Thailand 
2.1 The English language in Thailand 
2.1.1 History and background context 
According to the history of Thailand, the first contact with the West started when the 
Europeans, the Portuguese, visited the country through a diplomatic mission in 1511, during 
the Ayutthaya period (1350-1767). Later, came the Dutch in 1605, the British in 1612, the 
Danes in 1621 and finally the French in 1662 (LePoer, 1989).  However, Wongsothorn (2000) 
cited Durongphan, Aksornkool, Sawangwong and Tiancharoen (1982) that it was in the reign 
of King Rama III (1824-1851) of the Chakri dynasty, the present dynasty, that the teaching of 
the English language was commenced by an American missionary. King Mongkut (Rama IV) 
who was a forty-seven-year-old half brother of King Rama III succeeded the throne in 1851. 
King Mongkut’s father (Rama II) had placed him in a Buddhist temple in 1824 to prevent a 
crisis of bloody succession between those who were loyal to Prince Mongkut and the party 
that supported Prince Nang Klao (Rama III). This was because Prince Mongkut was younger 
although he was a son of the royal queen. As a monk, he was very knowledgeable in Pali 
Buddhist Scriptures and later became head of a reformed order of the Siamese, at present 
Thai, sangha (LePoer, 1989). Besides that, during these twenty-seven years, he was very 
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much interested in the outside world, especially foreign influences. He had many 
opportunities to make contacts and exchange views with French Roman Catholic and United 
States Protestant missionaries who broadened his perspectives. He also studied Western 
languages, namely Latin and English, science and mathematics. This all had an influence on 
his policies after he became the king because he was certain that Thailand had to establish 
relations with the Western countries in order to survive as an independent country. As a result, 
there was a tremendous increase in commerce with the Westerners, leading to a revolution in 
the Thai economy. Based on the fact that King Mongkut realized that in order to be treated 
equal to the Western countries, legal and administrative systems would need to be reformed, 
he then hired many western experts to work in Thailand as consultants, technicians as well as 
teachers (LePoer, 1989; Buripakdi & Mahakhan, 1980; Miller, 1968; Buasri, 1968). 
 
When King Mongkut (Rama IV) passed away, King Chulalongkorn (Rama V, 1868-1910), 
his eldest son, succeeded the throne at a very young age. Because his father was very 
knowledgeable and far-sighted, King Chulalongkorn was provided with a thorough education 
by European teachers. He made state visits to nearby countries in Asia such as Indonesia, 
India and Singapore as well as to Europe (Wongsothorn, 2000). Thus, he was the first king of 
the Chakri dynasty to have left the country. From these visits, he realized that education and 
the knowledge of the English language were very important. Three schools following 
European lines for children of the royal family and government officials, including one for 
girls, were then established. Specialized schools were added to government departments to 
train civil servants. His sons, military officers and civil servants were sent to Europe to further 
their education in order to come back and help improve the country. Later, King 
Chulalongkorn founded the Chulachomklao Royal Military Academy (CRMA) and the Royal 
Thai Naval Academy (RTNA). One of the most important things he achieved was abolishing 
slavery. It was a gradual process, giving enough time for people to adjust to the economic and 
social changes in the country. Slavery was completely abolished in 1905. To summarize, 
during his reign, he revolutionized Thailand greatly by adopting European concepts of 
administration, justice, education and public welfare (Hoskin & Cubitt, 1997; Wyatt, 1975). 
 
2.1.2 English education in Thailand  
In the reign of King Vajiravudh (Rama VI, 1910-1925), the plans of his father, King 
Chulalongkorn, were continued. He was the first king who studied abroad in England. Since 
he realized the importance of education, the Compulsory Education Act of 1921 was issued. 
From then on, elementary education was compulsory for all children aged eight to fourteen 
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(Wongsothorn, 2000; Durongphan et al., 1982; Kee, 1973; Miller, 1968). As for the English 
language, all students past grade four were required to study English as a compulsory subject. 
During this time, it is explained by Aksornkool (1981), cited by Wongsothorn (2000), that the 
goals of the English curriculum were from general English to specific English. This aimed to 
improve the country to cope with modernization and to prepare children with sufficient 
knowledge of English in order to handle English-speaking classrooms, especially at the 
university level. However, within the reigns of King Rama VI and King Rama VII (1910-
1935), Wongsothorn (2000) cited Debyasuwan (1970) that English teaching focused on 
memorization and grammar translation. 
 
When King Rama VI passed away, his son, King Rama VII (Prajadhipok) succeeded the 
throne. However, he abdicated the throne in 1935 due to the change from an absolute 
monarchy to a constitutional monarchy. In the mean time, English was still a compulsory 
subject in school. In general public schools, it was taught in grade five whereas in university 
demonstration schools, where education and curriculum management were determined by 
each particular university, English started from grade three. Each demonstration school was 
usually named after the university it belonged to such as Chulalongkorn University 
Demonstration School and Patumwan Demonstration School, Srinakharinwirot University. 
These schools are so called because new approaches and methods in education can be 
examined and implemented. In private schools, English was provided for from grade one. 
According to the 1977 and 1980 curricula, English was set as one of the elective subjects like 
French, German and Japanese. However, English was popular and still widely taught in 
schools. In 1996, the English curriculum was reviewed with the objective to provide 
opportunities for students to continually study English. For this reason, the study of English 
has become a required subject taught in schools starting from grade one. The time allocated to 
English is increased as follows:  
• The primary level (grade 1-6), five 25-minute periods per week   
• The lower secondary level (grade 7-9), four 50-minute periods per week 
• The upper secondary level (grade 10-12), eight 50-minute periods per week.  
 
Therefore, the ratios of the time given to the study of English to overall instruction time in 
different levels according to the structure of the Thai education system are 1:15, 2:15 and 4:15 
respectively (Department of Curriculum and Instruction Development, Ministry of Education, 
1996 cited by Wongsothorn, 2000). 
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2.1.3 Current status of English in Thailand 
Although English is not the only foreign language offered to students in the Thai education 
system, most students tend to choose English as their foreign language instead of other 
foreign languages offered (see Appendix 10 - Foreign Languages Taught in Thailand). This 
may be because of two major reasons. The first one is for the purpose of their secondary and 
tertiary education whereas the second reason is for the benefit of their future career. To clarify 
the first point mentioned, in studying, especially to get into famous schools and universities, 
students are required to take an English language examination. At universities, almost all 
undergraduate students have to enroll in English courses for at least two semesters. Currently, 
a consideration to increase the number of the English courses required is being reviewed by 
each individual university and universities as a whole. As a result, there is a tendency that 
students will be required to learn more English. For graduate students, they are usually 
required to pass either the English test of the university itself or the English standardized tests 
such as the Test of English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL) (Educational Testing Services, 
1995), the International English Language Testing System (IELTS) (Jakeman & McDowell, 
1999) and the Graduate Record Examination (GRE) (Educational Testing Services, 1994). For 
the GRE, although there are different parts in the test designed to measure the knowledge and 
proficiency of examinees in areas like mathematics and analytical skills, one compulsory part 
is devoted to the knowledge of English and English vocabulary.  
 
Apart from the advantages and importance of English study in the area of education, the 
second reason that influences most of the students to be in favour of studying English as a 
foreign language instead of other foreign languages concerns the opportunities for the 
graduates to embark on good careers. It is believed that to obtain good jobs now in Thailand, 
English literacy is one of the major issues. Almost all public and private organizations, 
together with enterprises, require employees who are able to communicate in English 
proficiently or, at least, rather well in order to maintain and improve their work or business 
and to be able to compete with other public or private sectors. This is because people can now 
communicate with each other and can undertake business more rapidly and conveniently in a 
globalized society. There are ways to reach others in different parts of the world within an 
instant with less cost, namely via the Internet, a facsimile or even a long-distance or an 
overseas call. However, for the time being, it is apparent that most of the communication 
between Thailand and other countries is done through the use of international languages, 
which is in most cases the English language. At present, English literacy is usually set as one 
of the requirements for an applicant who seeks a position in an organization, whether a 
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government or a non-government one, or in a big company. Although for some organizations 
the English proficiency is not one of the major requirements, an applicant with English 
educational background is preferable. Besides that, many people find that being proficient in 
English can lead to better opportunities for career promotion and other advantages in their 
workplace (Wongsothorn, 2000). 
 
2.1.4 English in universities and institutions of higher education 
According to the Ministry of University Affairs (MUA) (2004), many international schools 
have been established recently in order to respond to the need of parents who would like their 
children to be fluent in English as well as to be familiar with the education system of schools 
in English speaking countries such as Australia, New Zealand, the United Kingdom and the 
United States of America. This is because parents realize the importance of the English 
language for their children’s future education and career path. In their opinion, when their 
children graduate or would like to continue the education in other well-known public schools 
or universities, they are likely to have better opportunities to get into these institutions 
because of their proficiency in English. Although the English examination is not the only 
subject tested, it does make a difference when it comes to a total score of all subjects 
calculated together. In many cases, if students would like to further their study abroad, it is 
believed that they will have less trouble dealing with classes in the education system where 
English is used as a medium of instruction. This perspective also applies to the study of higher 
education in Thailand.  
                                            
Based on the information released by the MUA in 2004, there are 65 public and 33 private 
universities and institutions of higher education in Thailand. Generally, the medium of 
instruction is Thai. However, to respond to the demand of the students who would like to 
study in the programs where English is used as a medium of instruction, some universities 
such as Thammasat University, Bangkok University and the University of the Thai Chamber 
of Commerce have offered international programs to suit the students’ preferences. Besides 
that, a university like Assumption University has offered instruction in English only, both for 
undergraduate and postgraduate programs. With close cooperation between public and private 
universities and institutions of higher education in Thailand and other well-known institutions 
in countries like Australia, Canada, Germany, Japan, the United Kingdom and the United 
States of America, at present, both Thai public and private universities as well as institutions 
of higher education provide 387 international programs for students of tertiary education 
through the medium of English instruction. To illustrate, there are 128 undergraduate 
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programs in 70 areas of study in 26 universities. In the mean time, for those who are 
interested in furthering their postgraduate studies, 190 master’s degree programs in 112 areas 
of study in 26 universities are available. In addition, there are 69 doctoral degree programs in 
32 areas of study in 12 universities in Thailand (Ministry of University Affairs, 2004). As 
these programs are taught in English, not only Thai, but also foreign students can enroll in 
these courses. Students from other countries in this region such as Burma, Cambodia, Laos 
and Vietnam as well as those across the region are interested in studying in the international 
programs offered in Thailand. Nevertheless, admission requirements differ from one 
institution to another institution depending upon the policies and requirements of a particular 
faculty and university. 
 
In Thailand, at the national policy level, the Office of the National Education Commission 
under the Office of the Prime Minister is an organization responsible for the educational 
policy planning and development at all levels. Primary education is under the responsibility of 
two ministries, namely the Ministry of Interior and the Ministry of Education while the 
Ministry of University Affairs (MUA), established in 1973, is in charge of public and private 
universities, including institutions of higher education. However, there are other government 
ministries that are responsible for educational institutions in Thailand (see Appendix 11 -
Administration of Education in Thailand). For example, the Ministry of Defense is 
responsible for administering the education of the high-secondary school such as the Armed 
Forces Academies Preparatory School (AFAPS) and tertiary education at the undergraduate 
level, such as the Chulachomklao Royal Military Academy (CRMA), the Royal Thai Naval 
Academy (RTNA) and the Royal Thai Air Force Academy (RTAFA). 
 
2.1.5 English and the Armed Forces 
The influence of English on military affairs dated back to the reigns of King Rama IV (1851-
1868) and his son, King Rama V (1868-1910). During this period, Thailand adopted western 
ideas and administrative procedures by establishing military and naval academies. As 
mentioned earlier, the army was reorganized based on the European concepts and foreign 
advisors were brought in for help. Thus, not only the military structure but also the royal 
pomp and ceremonies, together with uniforms, ranks and insignia have reflected foreign 
influences that can still be seen in the present time (see Appendix 12 - Ranks of the Armed 
Forces in Thailand). In 1894, which was in the reign of King Rama V, the Ministry of 
Defense was established and this marked a beginning of an acknowledgeable position of this 
institution in the country. It can be said that this was a significant step in producing 
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professional military officers and brought about modern military organization to Thailand. 
Nevertheless, at that time the king had complete control and princes and other high-ranking 
members of the royal family usually held important positions in the military. Later in 1905, a 
law was passed stating that the crown prince would assume the role of Commander-in-Chief 
of the Army (LePoer, 1989; Buripakdi & Mahakhan, 1980). 
 
In World War I, during the reign of King Rama VI (1910-1925), Thailand sent a small group 
of soldiers to France to join the Allies. The fact that the country was able to develop its own 
military force with very little help from foreign countries made a favorable impact on the 
revision of treaties with France and Britain. After that, the Thai army was organized and 
trained along European military concepts and practices. During the 1930s, a number of 
military officers went to Europe to attend military schools. As a result, they had opportunities 
to learn modern fighting tactics as well as new social concepts and political patterns. On the 
other hand, many civilians went abroad for study and became interested in changing the 
governmental system from an absolute monarchy to a constitutional one. These two groups of 
people played an important role in the subsequent transformation of the political system in 
Thailand in June 1932 and in turn influenced the education system in Thailand (Buripakdi & 
Mahakhan, 1980).  
 
Since World War II, Thailand’s military establishment reflected to a great extent the influence 
of American defense practices. This resulted from the advice and military aid Thailand 
received from the United States. The organizational structure of its high command was also 
similar to the US. In fact, the structural form of service units and the method of their 
employment were very close to those of the United States military components. The 
differences were only the size of the units or components and the technological sophistication 
of their equipment (LePoer, 1989). In 1950, through the Military Assistance Program (MAP) 
offered by the United States, Thailand benefited greatly from American advice, equipment 
and training. The Armed Forces, consisting of the Army, the Navy and the Air Force, were 
able to improve their capabilities in handling sophisticated weapons and in using the tactics of 
modern warfare. During these years, a large number of Thai officers were sent to the United 
States for military instruction and training. Up to the present time, the training has been 
divided into two phases. The first one is the English language course, usually lasts for eight 
weeks. The purpose of this course is to familiarize officers with both general English and 
English for specific purposes with an emphasis on preparing military personnel for further 
specialized or on-the-job training (OJT). The English courses provided are viewed as 
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inevitable because these military personnel have to go through the training with the US 
military personnel and personnel from other countries in the second phase. As a result, their 
proficiency in English is necessary. At present, military personnel from Thailand and other 
countries that have joined the aid agreements with the United States have to attend an English 
course offered at the Defense Language Institute English Language Center (DLIELC), located 
at Lackland Air Force Base in San Antonio, Texas. After finishing an English course, most of 
these military personnel will transfer to other bases, which are located all over the United 
States for specific training. For those who are English instructors, they will attend their 
training course(s) at DLIELC, Lackland Air Force Base. The courses available are, for 
example, the Introduction to the New American Language Course, the Basic American 
Language Instructor Course (BALIC), and the Advanced English Language Instructor Course 
(AELIC). 
 
As mentioned earlier (section 2.1.4), the Ministry of Defense also holds responsibility to 
administer education to military personnel. This comes from the fact that in order to fulfill the 
need and mission of the Armed Forces appropriately, the Ministry of Defense has to provide 
proper education not only in academic matters but also in military training for their military 
personnel to best serve the Armed Forces and the country. Consequently, various institutions 
of higher education as well as schools have been established to serve each branch of the 
Armed Forces. These are, for example, the National Defense College, the Army War College, 
the Naval War College, the Air War College and the Joint Staff College, all of which are for 
senior officers. Besides that, each service has established its own academy, namely the 
CRMA, RTNA, and RTAFA. These academies serve as the principal education institutions 
for junior officers of the Army, the Navy and the Air Force respectively. Concerning the 
academic matters of these institutions, both senior and junior officers are required to be 
knowledgeable in Thai, History, Law, International Relations and English. Although for high-
level institutions such as the National Defense College and the Joint Staff College, the study 
of the English language is not set as a required course in the curriculum, senior officers are 
required to pass the English examination before attending these institutions. In addition, many 
of the textbooks and references they are going to study and refer to will be in English. As for 
the academy of each service, English education is viewed as indispensable and is included in 
the curriculum for many courses all through the years of study. Further discussion will be 
devoted to this issue in the next section, where the main focus will be about the Royal Thai 
Air Force Academy. 
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2.2 The Royal Thai Air Force Academy (RTAFA) 
2.2.1 History and background information  
In earlier days, the Royal Thai Air Force (RTAF) had to rely upon the service of graduates 
from other service academies and civilian universities. However, continuing growth of the 
RTAF required more manpower than that provided by other services. With great insight, 
pioneer airmen advocated the establishment of an academy in order to prepare officers 
especially for the Air Force. Due to limited budgets and other difficulties, the foundation of 
the academy was delayed for decades. In 1950, the Directorate of Education and Training 
recommended the RTAF Chief-of-Staff that the RTAF officers should be educated and 
trained for a lifetime service in the Air Force. Then, in 1951 the RTAF Chief-of-Staff ordered 
the Directorate of Education and Training to prepare and submit a detailed planning of the 
curriculum and construction for the Royal Thai Air Force Academy. The detailed project 
proposal and the plan were approved by the Commander-in-Chief and submitted to the 
Government. The National Assembly approved the plan in 1952. As a result, the first class of 
thirty air force cadets started to attend the academy on its temporary site at Wing 6 at 
Donmuang Air Force Base in Bangkok in 1953. The official opening ceremony of the 
RTAFA was on the 7th of May 1953. In 1954, the RTAFA received the colours from the 
present King Bhumibol Adulyadej (Rama IX). The first class graduated in 1958 and the 
RTAFA moved to the present location on Phaholyothin Road, Bangkok, in 1959. The cadet 
corps has become one of the Royal Guard Units since 1980. This is regarded an honour for 
cadets and officers, who graduate from this institution. Every year, the Royal Guards, the air 
force cadets, together with cadets from the CRMA and the RTNA, perform the march in the 
Ceremony of Taking the Oath of Allegiance to honour and pay respect to His Majesty the 
King on his anniversary birthday on the fifth of December. 
 
2.2.2 Geography of the RTAFA 
At present, the Royal Thai Air Force Academy is located at 171/1, Phaholyothin Road, Klong 
Thanon, Saimai, Bangkok 10220. It is opposite the RTAF Headquarters at Donmuang Air 
Force Base, which is next to Bangkok International Airport (see Appendix 13 - Map of the 
RTAFA). The RTAFA covers an area of 250 rais, which is equal to 100 acres (2.5 rais = 1 
acre).  At the academy, three major divisions that hold different responsibility but have to 
work together closely and cooperatively consist of the RTAFA Headquarters, the Royal 
Guard Cadet Corps and the Academic Faculty. Among the academies, the RTAFA is the only 
academy that is located in Bangkok. The Chulachomklao Royal Military Academy (CRMA) 
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is in Nakhon Nayok Province whereas the Royal Thai Naval Academy (RTNA) is located in 
Samut Prakarn Province. 
 
2.2.3 RTAFA mission and philosophy of education 
The RTAFA aims to produce commissioned officers with good merits, knowledge, 
responsibility, military leadership and good physical and mental health. Therefore, the 
mission of the RTAFA is to provide all air cadets with good education, discipline, training 
and experiences so that they will graduate with the following qualifications: 
• A sense of responsibility so that they will sacrifice themselves for the mission of the 
Air Force, of the country and of the monarchy 
• A Bachelor Degree in Engineering or in Science 
• A sense of pride, leadership and honour. 
 
2.2.4 Education system, policy and curriculum  
As one of the principal divisions in the Royal Thai Air Force Academy, the Academic Faculty 
is assigned to be responsible for supervision of the academic program, including faculty 
organization and administration as well as curriculum development. The Dean of the Faculty, 
ranking Air Vice Marshal, is in charge of this division. However, under the supervision of the 
Superintendent of the RTAFA, who is a chief commander of the academy, any issue to be 
implemented has to be in accordance with the broad policies of the Royal Thai Air Force. 
Similar to other RTAF top ranking positions, the Superintendent of the RTAFA, now ranking 
Air Marshal, graduated from the RTAFA. Figure 2.1 shows the organization chart of the 
RTAFA. The head of each unit is also given based on rank classification. 
 
The Royal Thai Air Force Academy Organization Chart 
 
 Royal Thai Air Force Academy Headquarters 
(Air Marshal) 
 
 
       
Academic Faculty   
(Air Vice Marshal) 
 Royal Guard Cadet Corps 
(Group Captain) 
 Statistic and Records Division 
(Group Captain) 
    
General Services Division 
(Group Captain) 
 Finance Section 
(Group Captain) 
 Military Studies and Training Division 
(Group Captain) 
 
Figure 2.1 The Royal Thai Air Force Academy Organization Chart 
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2.2.4.1 The Academic Faculty of the RTAFA 
The Academic Faculty consists of the following section and divisions: 
• Administration Section 
• Curriculum and Scheduling Service Division 
• Academic Service Division 
• Engineering Division 
• Mathematics and Systems Science Division 
• Basic Sciences Division 
• Humanities and Social Science Division (includes English) 
- Department of Humanities: Thai teaching 
                                                   English teaching 
- Department of Social Science. 
 
Similar to most of the educational institutions around the world where the advancement in 
education is always in progress, it is imperative that the RTAFA and its curriculum be always 
updated to keep up with the world’s development and globalised education. Generally, the 
RTAFA curriculum is revised every five years. In 2004, there were two effective curriculums 
used in the RTAFA. The first one was a five-year academic program that had been revised in 
1998 and finished by the end of 2005 while the second curriculum, the new one, offering a 
four-year study program, started in 2002. Both programs consist of general fundamental 
courses, major courses in different fields of study and military training courses. The total 
number of credits registered is approximately 190-195 credits for a five-year curriculum and 
160-165 credits for a four-year curriculum. Table 2.1 and 2.2 below show examples of the 
five-year academic program (old) and four-year academic program (2002 new curriculum) of 
the bachelor’s degree in Material Science, which is one the majors offered at the RTAFA (See 
also Appendix 14 – 2006 RTAFA Curriculum). 
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Table 2.1 Five-year academic program of the bachelor’s degree in Materials Science 
 
Courses Number of Courses Number of Credits 
General Fundamental Courses   
• Humanities and Social Science Courses 
(includes English) 
• Mathematics, Science and Basic 
Computer Courses 
               32                 
               20             
                                    
               12 
             66             
             30             
                                  
             36                  
Major Courses 
• Fundamental Courses 
• Core Courses 
• Elective Courses 
               39             
                 9             
               27              
                 3 
           115                 
             27                
             79                   
               9 
Military Training Courses                  7              14 
Total                78            195 
 
Table 2.2 Four-year academic program of the bachelor’s degree in Materials Science 
 
Courses Number of Courses Number of Credits 
General Fundamental Courses   
• Humanities and Social Science Courses 
(includes English) 
• Mathematics, Science and Basic 
Computer Courses 
               28                 
               16             
                                
               12 
             60             
             24             
                                  
             36                  
Major Courses 
• Fundamental Courses 
• Core Courses 
• Elective Courses 
               31             
               11             
               18              
                 2 
             91                 
             33                
             52                   
               6 
Military Training Courses                  6              12 
Total                65            163 
 
All cadets are required to take the same general fundamental courses, for example, Physics, 
Chemistry, Calculus, Thai, English, Computer, Psychology, Law and Economics in their first 
and second years of study (See Appendix 15 – List of General Fundamental Courses). They 
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are to choose their major field of study at the end of the first year. This is based on the result 
of their academic performance. The RTAFA offers eight majors as follows: 
• Aeronautical Engineering 
• Civil Engineering  
• Computer Engineering  
• Electrical Engineering  
• Industrial Engineering 
• Mechanical Engineering  
• Computer Science 
• Material Science. 
 
The academic calendar is divided into two semesters, each of which lasts for approximately 
15 weeks. In addition, another 10 weeks will be particularly assigned to the military training, 
namely Basic Survival Training, Parachute Jumping, Air Base Defense and Navigational 
Training. 
 
2.2.4.2 Military Training Program 
To become qualified commissioned officers, the air cadets must be knowledgeable in not only 
academic matters but also in military issues as well. After daily academic hours, the cadets are 
required to attend military training to maintain military discipline and manners. Moreover, 
every year, between January and April, the cadets will go through specific military training of 
different levels. It is important that they are provided with military study both in theory and in 
practice with an emphasis on strategics, tactics and military courtesy. With reference to the 
old curriculum, the first and second-year cadets are required to go through Basic Military 
Training. This will give them opportunities to understand, experience and possess essential 
qualifications required for military personnel in general. For the third-year cadets, a 
Parachuting Program or an equivalent one will be arranged. While the fourth-year cadets will 
be trained in an Air Base Defence Program, the fifth-year cadets will have a chance to 
experience a Navigational Training in the country and usually abroad. By using military 
airplanes, the program offers the fifth-year cadets good opportunities to observe military 
pilots and technicians performing their duties. In addition, these cadets can visit countries like 
Australia, China, Korea, Indonesia and Singapore with the support of the RTAF. For many 
cadets, this may be the first time for them to board the airplanes. According to the 2002 new 
curriculum, the four-year academic program, the first-year cadets are required to go through 
Basic Military Training whereas Parachute Jumping is scheduled for the second-year cadets. 
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The third-year cadets are to be trained in an Air Base Defense Program and the fourth-year 
cadets will experience a Navigational Training (See also Appendix 16 – 2006 Military 
Training Program). The RTAFA Military Training Program is under the supervision of the 
Military Studies and Training Division. 
 
2.2.4.3 Leadership Program 
At the RTAFA, a Leadership Program is intended to develop a sense of leadership in the 
cadets for the benefit of their future career as commissioned officers and key personnel of the 
RTAF. The cadets will be trained based upon the seniority system with the selected fifth-year 
cadets (old curriculum) or the fourth-year cadets (new curriculum) holding top positions in the 
chain of command and other fifth/fourth-year cadets being assigned responsibility in various 
areas of expertise. Through this program, the cadets will learn to follow and take the lead—as 
junior cadets who first receive commands and later as senior cadets who give commands to 
others. Upon graduation, it is expected that a sense of leadership, honour, duty, virtue and 
patriotism will be instilled in the RTAFA graduates. The division that is in charge of this 
mission is the Royal Guard Cadet Corps.  
 
2.2.4.4 Physical Education and Athletic Program 
Physical education and athletic program is directed by the Physical Education Division, which 
is a unit under the supervision of the Royal Guard Cadet Corps. The purpose of this program 
is to prepare the cadets physically and mentally to become competent officers of the Royal 
Thai Air Force (RTAF). That is, they will have opportunities to develop physical fitness, 
athletic skills, confidence, self-control, courage, and a sense of teamwork and sportsmanship. 
The program covers broad areas of activities such as combative body development and carry-
over skills including three instructional classes, eleven prescribed sports and ten voluntary 
sports. All courses in physical education are non-credit courses. However, the cadets who fail 
these courses will not be allowed to take the final examination or advance to the next year 
level. 
 
 2.2.4.5 Extracurricular activities and recreation 
Due to the fact that the cadets are required to stay at the academy at all times during 
weekdays, which is similar to boarding schools, varieties of extracurricular activities and 
recreation are provided for them. Many activities, both compulsory and optional, are offered 
not only to provide the cadets with manners and skills such as table manners and ballroom 
dancing but also to develop their professional interest, creative talent and hobbies as well as 
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leadership potentiality. Examples of the latter are the Fancy Drill Club, the Thai Music Club, 
the Cadets’ Band and various sports clubs. 
 
2.2.4.6 Evaluation and grading system 
Every semester, the cadets are required to take the mid-term examination and the final 
examination. In addition, the instructors may require the students to do the reports or any 
other assignments as well as to take some more tests or quizzes within a semester. However, 
this is optional and varies depending upon the requirement of a particular course or an 
individual instructor. For the fourth-year cadets, to be eligible to graduate as Pilot Officers, 
they are required to complete a group research project. The research topics differ from one 
major to another, based on the keen interest of the cadets and the need of the Royal Thai Air 
Force, which is related to further development or improvement of this organization. The 
evaluation of cadets’ performances in academic courses is reported by means of a letter 
grading system. These grades denote quality of work and are assigned grade points as shown 
in Table 2.3 below. 
 
Table 2.3 Grading system used at the Royal Thai Air Force Academy 
 
         Grade                               Meaning                              Grade point 
             A                                   Excellent                                       4.00              
             B+                                 Very good                                     3.50              
             B                                   Good                                             3.00 
             C+                                 Fairly good                                   2.50 
             C                                   Fair                                               2.00 
             D+                                 Poor                                              1.50 
             D                                   Very poor                                     1.00 
             F                                    Fail                                               0.00 
 
Special Grades 
The official transcript, end-of-semester grade report or progress report may also contain the 
following notation about the cadets: 
 
          Grade                               Meaning          
              P                                    Pass a non-credit course 
              N                                   Fail a non-credit course 
              R                                    Pass a re-examination 
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To be recognized for achievement in academic courses, the cadets must meet the requirements 
stated below: 
1. Meet a minimum standard of an overall grade point average (GPA) of 2.00. 
2. A cadet is required to get at least a D grade in each academic course. 
3. A cadet is required to complete academic courses, military training and physical 
education at least 85% of the total numbers of hours for each year. 
4. A cadet is required to attain at least 60% of the total score of military conduct.  
5. A cadet is required to attain P grade in military training and physical education.         
  
2.2.4.7 Daily schedule 
In general, the cadets must stay at the RTAFA from Monday to Friday. Actually, they are 
allowed to leave the academy on Friday evening and are required to be back at the academy 
on Sunday evening. For the cadets whose mission to be on duty falls on weekends, they have 
to stay at the academy for nearly two weeks. On the other hand, those who come from other 
cities or provinces and do not have lodging in Bangkok or nearby provinces, they may stay at 
the academy with the permission of the commanding officers of the Royal Guard Cadet 
Corps. The following Table presents a daily schedule of the cadets while at the academy. 
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Table 2.4 Daily schedule at the RTAFA 
 
Weekdays 
0530          Wake up time / Make up the bed / Get dressed in a sportswear /  
                  Gather at the Attention Ground 
0535          Take the RTAFA Oath  
0540          Exercise 
0600          Back to the barracks / Take a shower / Get dressed in a uniform 
0615          Self-study 
0700          Commanding cadets inspect the cadets’ uniforms and give a briefing 
0710          March to the Mess Hall 
0720          Breakfast 
0800          Flag ceremony 
0820          Morning academic session 
1200          Lunch 
1300          Afternoon academic session 
1500          Finish classes 
1515          Get dressed in a fatigue uniform or a sportswear 
1530          Military or Physical Training 
1700          Finish training 
1800          Flag ceremony 
1815          Dinner 
1900          Self-study 
2100          Self-study (continued) or Religious practices (based on each cadet’s religion) 
2200          Bedtime 
 
2.2.5 Current teaching practices in the RTAFA 
The RTAFA offers eight major fields of study for the cadets. As a result, various teaching 
practices are implemented, taking into account the nature of a particular subject or course, to 
assure that the objectives of each course are achieved appropriately and effectively. 
 
2.2.5.1 General fundamental courses 
Generally, the cadets are required to take general fundamental courses in their first year and 
partly in their second year of study. First-year cadets are classified in sections by their 
academic performances from the Armed Forces Academies Preparatory School (AFAPS). At 
present, there are four sections with approximately 30 cadets in each section. For the second-
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year cadets, they are classified according to their majors but the number of cadets in each 
major varies, depending upon the grades of the cadets and the demand and availability of each 
Department in a particular year. Since all the cadets have to enroll in the same general 
fundamental courses, large classes with two or three sections of first-year cadets or with two 
to three majors of second-year cadets are usually arranged for some theoretical courses such 
as Thai Studies, Psychology, Law, Management and Military Studies. The teaching practice 
that the instructors usually use for each class is giving lectures. This is because there is a large 
number of students to be taught and a lot of material to be covered within one semester. 
However, the cadets may be assigned group work, group presentation or sometimes an 
individual report or work. For a course such as Chemistry and Computer Programming, it is 
indicated that theories as well as laboratory practice are a necessary part of the courses. 
Therefore, lectures from instructors together with laboratory hours for the cadets to do any 
experiment or to practice their skills are provided.  
 
For English, although it is a general fundamental course, classes have usually no more than 30 
cadets. This is because most of the classes are taught in language laboratories where only 
approximately 30 cadets can be seated. In addition, it is difficult for the instructors to manage 
the class effectively if case practices or drills are applied. However, if any instructor would 
like to teach smaller classes, believing that this will yield better outcomes, that instructor has 
to discuss this issue with the Department of Scheduling, the Head of the Humanities 
Department and especially the co-instructor of that particular course. According to the 
RTAFA five-year curriculum (old) and four-year curriculum (2002), the cadets are required to 
study English every semester all through their five or four years of studying. Each English 
course is worth one credit with three periods of teaching and learning for the old curriculum 
and one credit with two periods for the new curriculum. It is indicated in the old curriculum 
that one period is for a lecture, another is for a review class and the other is for practice. As 
for the 2002 new curriculum, one period is for a lecture whereas the other one is for practice, 
which is usually language laboratory practice, focusing on developing the cadets’ listening 
comprehension skills (See Appendix 17 – The Old and New Curriculum (2002) for the First-
Year Cadets for Semester 1 and 2). 
 
2.2.5.2 English teaching staff 
In 2004, there were nine Thai instructors and two native English instructors, both Americans. 
With regard to the English classes, as there were four sections of the first-year cadets, there 
were also four English classes for instructors to teach per week. For the second to the fifth or 
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fourth-year cadets, the number of classes differed from one to another due to the possibility of 
combining students of different majors together and the manageability of the Scheduling 
Department concerning all the classes in all major fields of study in each semester. In general, 
each class consisted of two periods and one period lasted for approximately 50 minutes. 
Concerning the old curriculum, two Thai instructors were responsible for teaching the English 
classes. For each year level, two Thai instructors decided between each other the skills, 
materials and other important issues, together with teaching approaches that they would like 
to teach, cover and apply respectively in each semester of this year. Native English instructors 
were assigned to teach the third period, a conversational class. As for the new curriculum, one 
period was for Thai instructors whereas the other period was a conversational class with 
native English instructors. For conversational classes, it is expected that the cadets will have 
opportunities to practice their conversational skills with native English speakers, which will 
be beneficial for them as well as for their future careers. The purpose of the conversational 
classes is to familiarize the cadets with native English speakers. However, a degree in the 
field of English teaching for the native English instructors is preferable, but optional. They 
must at least have graduated with a Bachelor degree in any field of study to become eligible 
as English instructors at the RTAFA. 
  
2.2.5.3 English texts used in English program 
Generally, the main textbook used is the American Language Course (ALC) Book 15-18, 
which is in the intermediate level (Defense Language Institute English Language Center, 
1991). The ALC books are designed for military personnel who attend the English courses at 
the Defense Language Institute English Language Center (DLIELC) in Texas, USA. The 
decision to use the ALC of this level is based on the average scores of the cadets in the 
English Comprehension Level (ECL) test (Defense Language Institute English Language 
Center, 1989) offered by the DLIELC and the expected average scores after they graduate. As 
for teaching practices, some instructors prefer to use a teacher-centered one whereas others 
prefer to use group work and activities, emphasizing the students’ participation. However, no 
restriction about teaching practices has been made.  
 
2.2.5.4 Major courses 
Before the first-year cadets finish their studies at the end of the academic year, they are 
required to select their major fields of study. As a result, when they become the second-year 
cadets, they have to attend both general fundamental courses and some of the major courses in 
their particular field of interest. Since there are eight majors available for the cadets, the 
 32 
number of the cadets in each major is usually no more than approximately 30. Thus, the 
classes for the second to the fifth-year cadets (old curriculum) or to the fourth-year cadets 
(new curriculum) in each major are usually smaller classes in comparison with general 
fundamental classes in the first year of studying. The teaching practices that the instructors of 
each major generally use are lectures, workshop and laboratory practices. As six majors are in 
the area of Engineering, workshop practices are important and essential in order to enhance 
effective teaching and learning. For the other two science majors, laboratory practices are an 
important part of their studies as well. The number of credits assigned for each major course 
is at least three credits with at least three periods of teaching and learning followed by several 
periods of workshop or laboratory practices. 
 
2.2.6 Rights and benefits of being air cadets 
Similar to cadets in many countries, the Army, the Navy and the Air Force encourage and 
motivate young people to join the service by offering benefits of becoming cadets or military 
personnel. The RTAF offers the rights and benefits of being air cadets as follows: 
1. Tuition fees, accommodation and health care are provided at no cost. 
2. Air cadets will be provided with educational equipment, clothing and salary. 
3. The first-year cadets whose academic performances are the highest will be selected to 
attend military institutions in foreign countries, namely Australia, the Federal 
Republic of Germany, Japan, the Kingdom of Spain, the Republic of Korea, the 
United Kingdom, and the United States of America. 
 
2.2.7 Graduation 
Upon graduation, the cadets will be graciously bestowed with a Sword of Honour by His 
Majesty the King. They will be granted a Bachelor of Engineering or Science and 
commissioned with the rank of Pilot Officer. After graduation, if they pass the qualifying tests 
to become student pilots, they will be required to attend the Flying Training School for 
another year at Kamphaeng-Saen in Nakhon Pathom Province. The rest will be assigned 
various support positions depending upon their qualifications. For those who graduate with a 
degree in Engineering, they can also apply for an Engineering license. For decades, many of 
the RTAFA graduates have joined other organizations such as Thai Airways International 
Public Company Limited, Airports Authority of Thailand and Aeronautical Radio of Thailand 
and worked closely with the Royal Thai Air Force as well as supported the RTAF and the 
RTAFA in various aspects. 
 
 33 
2.2.8 Procedures and qualifications for admission to the RTAFA  
Commencing in 2004, procedures and qualifications for admission to the RTAFA have been 
changed. As a result, only in the year 2004, two entrance examinations were offered to 
students who would like to join the RTAFA. One examination was for the students who 
completed Matayom 4 or Year 10, which was one of the old qualifications, and the other 
examination was for the students who completed lower secondary education of Matayom 3 or 
Year 9, which is part of the new qualifications. Applications are usually accepted by mail in 
January and in person in March every year. The entrance examination is held at the beginning 
of April and the procedures and qualifications for admission to the RTAFA of the two 
systems are presented in Table 2.5 below. 
 
Table 2.5 RTAFA entrance examination subjects 
 
The Old System (Points) Prior to 2004                  The New System (Points) 2004 +  
Mathematics           200                                                                  250 
Science                    300                                                                  250 
English                    100                                                                  100     
Thai                         100                                                                    50 
Social Studies            -                                                                      50 
Total                        700                                                                  700 
 
The qualifications for current admission to the RTAFA from 2004 onwards are as follows: 
1. Single male, Thai nationality with Thai-born parents (an exception is granted if the 
father serve in the Armed Forces or in the Police). 
2. Age between 14-17 (according to the Act on Military Service). 
3. Completion of Matayom 3 (Year 9), which is a lower secondary education.  
4. Standard height and weight (which is at least 155 centimetres and 42 kilograms).       
 
After the applicants pass the academic test, they are required to pass an aptitude test, a 
physical fitness test and an interview.  In the mean time, they must pass a medical 
examination provided by the RTAF physician committee.  
 
The students who pass the entrance examination to the RTAFA are considered candidates for 
the air cadets. They will be required to attend the Armed Forces Academies Preparatory 
School in Nakhon Nayok Province for three years, previously two years for the former system 
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of admission, and study with the candidates for the cadets from the Army, the Navy and the 
Police. When they complete their education from this institution, they will be transferred to 
the RTAFA, the CRMA, the RTNA and the Police Cadet Academy (PCA) respectively. The 
new system of admission also applies to all the four academies. 
 
As mentioned earlier, a major difference between the former qualification requirements for 
admission to the RTAFA and the new requirements is the completion of secondary education. 
In other words, the students are, from now on, required to complete a lower secondary 
education, which is Matayom 3 or Year 9. This is to conform to the Thai education system 
and facilitate the continuation of study for the students. 
 
2.2.9 Thai Education System 
The education system in Thailand (Ministry of University Affairs, 2004) can be divided into 
four levels as following: 
1. Pre-school education is provided in the form of childcare and readiness development 
of children in several aspects, namely emotional, mental, physical, psychological, 
personality as well as social characters. This type of education is offered through 
daycare center, kindergarten or child development center. 
2. Primary education is intended to provide fundamental education for learners to 
develop literacy in several areas such as mathematics, languages, social studies and 
morality and ethics. It covers six years of study, starting from Prathom Suksa 1 or 
Year 1 to Prathom Suksa 6 or Year 6. 
3. Secondary education can be divided into lower secondary and upper secondary 
education.  
• Lower secondary education is between Matayom Suksa 1 or Year 7 to 
Matayom Suksa 3 or Year 9. At this level, the students are provided with 
knowledge, skills and ability to prepare them for further education in the area 
that suits their interest. They should be able to decide whether to continue 
studying in the upper secondary education or changing into the area of 
vocational education. 
• Upper secondary education is between Matayom Suksa 4 or Year 10 to 
Matayom Suksa 6 or Year 12. At this stage, the students are expected to realize 
their goal, ability, aptitude and interest and to decide to either continue their 
education or pursue their career.   
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4. Higher education can be divided into three levels, namely lower than a bachelor’s 
degree, a bachelor’s degree and postgraduate levels. 
 
It is important to understand the issue of the teaching and learning of English, whether as a 
native language, a second language or a foreign language. To be able to examine and identify 
the factors that influence the limitation of the English proficiency of the RTAFA graduates 
appropriately, it is imperative and worthwhile to review major approaches and methods in 
English language teaching as well as other significant issues in relation to this area. The 
following section will examine current theoretical approaches to the teaching of English and 
in particular to the teaching of EFL/TESL. 
 
Section B: Issues related to the teaching and learning of EFL in the RTAFA 
2.3 Approaches and methods in English language teaching 
2.3.1 History of language teaching 
In the second century B.C., the study of Greek as a second language among the Romans was a 
common practice. Children were taught when they were young by native Greek speakers. As 
a result, they became bilingual in both Greek and Latin as they attended school. In the area of 
language education, those who could afford to further their higher education went beyond the 
literacy skills, which were used in business and social interaction to the literary skills (Bowen, 
Madsen & Hilferty, 1985). In the Medieval period in Europe where the Greek language was 
on the decline, Bowen, Madsen and Hilferty (1985) cited Bloomfield (1933) and Newmark 
(1948) that Latin became the language of the schools, church, government and business and 
that the medieval scholar considered this language the commonly and naturally used form of 
speech as it was generally used in speaking and reading. In addition to the study of Latin 
classics, grammatical analysis and mastery of grammatical rules received much importance 
because grammar was considered one of the seven liberal arts in that period of time. In the 
Renaissance period, Latin was not only the language of the schools but also the language of 
all educated people. This group of people was expected to be knowledgeable in a foreign 
language besides Latin. Consequently, educated people started to learn a foreign language 
through business, social contacts and traveling. These languages were for example, Greek, 
Hebrew and Arabic. The study of French as a foreign language came into noblemen’s interest 
in the sixteenth century. However, within a hundred years the English language was studied 
by the upper middle class (Bowen et al., 1985). 
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In the eighteenth century, Latin became a ‘dead language’ and lost its status as the medium of 
instruction. However, Bowen et al. (1985) stated that it was still considered a significant study 
for mental discipline. Concurrently, modern languages were included in the curriculum of 
European schools and were taught based on the same procedures used in teaching Latin. That 
is, students were taught about the grammar and usage rules of a particular foreign language. 
Speaking was not the goal of studying and oral practice focused on reading the sentences that 
the students translated. In other words, there was little relation between the study of a foreign 
language and real communication (Richards & Rodgers, 1986; Bowen et al., 1985). In the 
mean time, this period also marked the beginning of English grammar (Bowen et al., 1985). 
By the nineteenth century, typical texts used in schools consisted of grammar, rules, sample 
sentences and written practice exercises with an emphasis on translation, which could be 
considered a major form of instruction. This approach later became known in the area of 
foreign language teaching as the Grammar – Translation Method (Richards & Rodgers, 1986). 
 
2.3.1.1 The Grammar – Translation Method 
According to Richards and Rodgers (1986), Grammar - Translation was known for the first 
time in the United States as the Prussian Method. This method was very popular and received 
favourable acceptance from the 1840s to the 1940s. Major characteristics of this method are 
presented as follows: 
1. The goal of foreign language study is to learn a language in order to read its 
literature or in order to benefit from the mental discipline and intellectual 
development that result from foreign-language study. Grammar Translation is a way 
of studying a language that approaches the language first through detailed analysis of 
its grammar rules, followed by application of this knowledge to the task of translating 
sentences and texts into and out of the target language. It hence views language 
learning as consisting of little more than memorizing rules and facts in order to 
understand and manipulate the morphology and syntax of the foreign language. “The 
first language is maintained as the reference system in the acquisition of the second 
language” (Stern, 1983, p. 455). 
2. Reading and writing are the major focus; little or no systematic attention is paid to 
speaking or listening. 
3. Vocabulary selection is based solely on the reading texts used, and words are taught 
through bilingual word lists, dictionary study, and memorization. In a typical 
Grammar – Translation text, the grammar rules are presented and illustrated, a list of 
vocabulary items are presented with their translation equivalents, and translation 
exercises are prescribed. 
4. The sentence is the basic unit of teaching and language practice. Much of the lesson is 
devoted to translating sentences into and out of the target language, and it is this 
focus on the sentence that is a distinctive feature of the method. Earlier approaches to 
foreign language study used grammar as an aid to the study of texts in a foreign 
language. But this was thought to be too difficult for students in secondary schools, 
and the focus on the sentence was an attempt to make language learning easier.   
                                                                                                           (Howatt, 1984, p. 131) 
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5. Accuracy is emphasized. Students are expected to attain high standards in translation, 
because of “the high priority attached to meticulous standards of accuracy which, as 
well as having an intrinsic moral value, was a prerequisite for passing the increasing 
number of formal written examinations that grew up during the century” (Howatt, 
1984, p. 132). 
6. Grammar is taught deductively – that is, by presentation and study of grammar rules, 
which are then practiced through translation exercises. In most Grammar – 
Translation texts, a syllabus was followed for the sequencing of grammar points 
throughout a text, and there was an attempt to teach grammar in an organized and 
systematic way. 
7. The student’s native language is the medium of instruction. It is used to explain new 
items and to enable comparisons to be made between the foreign language and the 
student’s native language. 
                                                                                (Richards & Rodgers, 1986, pp. 3-4) 
 
Grammar - Translation is considered an easy method for the teachers to use because it 
requires few demands on them. In addition, teaching and learning can be done in the students’ 
native language. However, this method very often causes boredom and frustration for students 
and does not bring about good oral proficiency, which can be considered major drawbacks 
(Richards & Rodgers, 1986; Bowen et al., 1985). In the mid-nineteenth century, Grammar - 
Translation started to lose its prominence when communication among Europeans increased. 
Oral proficiency in foreign languages was viewed as an important issue, which in turn 
resulted in the number of conversation books as well as phrase books for individual study. For 
language teaching specialists, new approaches were developed in order to reform the teaching 
of modern languages. Famous specialists in this period were, for example, C. Marcel (1793-
1896), T. Prendergast (1806-1886) and F. Gouin (1831-1896). They were interested in 
children’s language learning. While Marcel believed that meaning was the key issue in 
learning and thus, reading skill should be taught first, Prendergast found that children made 
use of contextual and situational cues as well as using ‘routines’ or memorize phrases in 
speaking. As a result, basic structural patterns should be provided (Richards & Rodgers, 
1986). Gouin believed that language learning was encouraged through active involvement of 
students in conversational instruction (Bowen et al., 1985). His method focused on presenting 
new teaching items in a context, together with gestures and actions to clarify the meaning. 
This method later had an influence on other approaches and methods such as Situational 
Language Teaching. This approach views a spoken language as primary where new issues to 
be taught are given and practice is based on the situation (Palmer, 1917; Hornby, 1950; 
Pittman, 1963; Commonwealth Office of Education, 1965). The Total Physical Response 
(TPR) method was developed by James Asher (1977), who associates speech (commands) 
with actions.  Although the ideas and methods of specialists in this period were of interest, 
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they failed to receive public support, or influence the development in education, due to the 
lack of professional organizations, conference and journals to disseminate the various 
viewpoints. Nevertheless, by the end of the nineteenth century, language teachers and 
linguists who were interested in reforming teaching had access to express their opinions 
concerning the need for new approaches in the area of language teaching through the 
development of publication and professional associations. This led to the Reform Movement 
in language teaching. 
 
2.3.1.2 The Reform Movement 
From the 1880s, famous linguists such as Henry Sweet, Wilhelm Vietor and Paul Passy, who 
were interested in the issue of teaching foreign languages, influenced reformers by placing an 
emphasis on linguistics. Richards and Rodgers (1986) state “Phonetics – the scientific 
analysis and description of the sound systems of languages – was established, giving new 
insights into speech process” (p. 7). These linguists believe: 
1. The spoken language is primary and that this should be reflected in an 
oral-based methodology. 
2. The findings of phonetics should be applied to teaching and to teacher 
training.  
3. Learners should hear the language first, before seeing it in written form.   
4. Words should be presented in sentences, and sentences should be 
practiced in meaningful context and not be taught as isolated, 
disconnected elements. 
5. The rules of grammar should be taught only after the students have 
practiced the grammar points in context – that is, grammar should be 
taught inductively.    
6. Translation should be avoided, although the mother tongue could be used 
in order to explain new words or to check comprehension.      
                                                                                     (Richards & Rodgers, 1986, p. 8) 
                                                      
While these principles later influenced a scientific approach in the study of second and 
foreign language teaching and learning known as applied linguistics, a different perspective 
was introduced, based on the naturalistic principles of language learning found in the 
acquisition of the first language. This method was called the Natural Method, which later 
became known as the Direct Method. Lambert Sauveur (1826-1907) and other supporters, as 
well as most teachers using this method, believe that translation and the use of the students’ 
native language are not the basis of language instruction. The issues of foreign culture 
awareness and the age and background of the students are also important (Bowen et al., 1985; 
Richards & Rodgers, 1986). Further discussion on this method is presented in the following 
section. 
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2.3.1.3 The Direct Method 
The Direct Method was supported by scholars who believed that translation was not the major 
issue in language teaching. In addition, receptive skills such as listening should precede 
productive skills such as speaking. Bowen et al. (1985) explain in their book as follows: 
“Speech, not writing, was viewed as the basis of language. Training in phonetics was 
advocated for teachers, but pronunciation – not phonetics – was to be taught in class” (p. 24). 
It became the official language teaching method in France and Germany in 1902 and started 
to gain interest in American classrooms around the 1920s. Supporters of this method were, for 
example, Lambert Sauveur and Maximilian Berlitz (Bowen et al., 1985; Richards & Rodgers, 
1986) although for the latter the term Berlitz Method was used instead. The characteristics of 
the principles and procedures of the Direct Method could be described as follows: 
1. Classroom instruction was conducted exclusively in the target language. 
2. Only everyday vocabulary and sentences were taught. 
3. Oral communication skills were built up in a carefully graded 
progression organized around question–and-answer exchanges between 
teachers and students in small, intensive classes. 
4. Grammar was taught inductively. 
5. New teaching points were introduced orally. 
6. Concrete vocabulary was taught through demonstration, objects, and 
pictures; abstract vocabulary was taught by association of ideas. 
7. Both speech and listening comprehension were taught.  
8. Correct pronunciation and grammar were emphasized. 
                                                                                   (Richards & Rodgers, 1986, p. 10) 
 
The Direct Method gained popularity in private and commercial language schools because of 
the high motivation of the students who paid the fees and the use of native speakers in 
classrooms. However, this method was criticized due to the drawbacks such as the use of 
teachers who were native speakers or who possessed fluency like native speakers, the real 
practicality in public schools and the attempt not to use the native language of the students in 
the classrooms. By the 1920s, the Direct Method started to lose its ground in non-commercial 
schools in Europe. In the United States, the Modern Foreign Language Study by Coleman, 
published in 1929, indicates that in the area of foreign language, “no single method could 
guarantee successful results” (Richards & Rodgers, 1986, p. 11). Coleman also recommended 
that reading proficiency should be emphasized in studying a foreign language and this was 
practised until World War II (Richards & Rodgers, 1986; Bowen et al., 1985). In the 1920s 
and 1930s, applied linguists reviewed the Reform Movement and developed approaches in 
teaching English as a foreign language, leading to Audiolingualism in the United States and 
the Oral approach or Situational Language Teaching in Britain (Richards & Rodgers, 1986).    
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In this section, an attempt has been made in presenting the history of a second or foreign 
language teaching and its development in a chronological order. In addition, an influence of 
an underlying theory or concept as well as characteristics and emphasis of one approach or 
method on another was observed. It also appeared that scholars or methodologists, at some 
points, started out with one approach or method and later developed and refined it to achieve a 
new one, hopefully, a better one. Some of the earlier approaches or methods were previously 
presented. Further discussion about some of the major approaches or methods and their 
principles are included in the following section. 
 
2.3.2 The nature of approaches and methods in language teaching 
In the area of language teaching, various methods were proposed, presented and supported by 
language specialists and linguists of different period of time, based on their beliefs in the 
underlying theories and general principles of each particular method. Many of these scholars 
such as Henry Sweet (1845-1942), and Harold E. Palmer (1877-1949) view theories and 
principles at the level of approaches whereas methods are placed between approaches and 
procedures (Richards & Rodgers, 1986). However, Richards and Rodgers (1986) summarize 
the hierarchy for language teaching presented by Edward M. Anthony (1963), an American 
linguist, as follows: 
• Approach is the level at which assumption and beliefs about language and 
language learning are specified. 
• Method is the level at which theory is put into practice and at which choices 
are made about the particular skills to be taught, the content to be taught, 
and the order in which the content will be presented. 
• Technique is the level at which classroom procedures are described. 
                                                                                               (Richards & Rodgers, 1986, p. 15) 
 
Although Anthony’s (1963) proposal was helpful and not complicated, some significant 
issues such as the role of teachers, the roles of learners and the roles of instructional materials 
were not mentioned. Therefore, Richards and Rodgers revised Anthony’s scheme and 
conceptualized each method in terms of approach, design, and procedure. Various approaches 
and methods in language teaching are supported by different theories of the nature of 
language and theories of language learning. Thus, a brief review of these issues is presented to 
provide a better understanding of some of the more prominent approaches and methods that 
will be discussed later in this section. According to Richards and Rodgers (1986), theories of 
the nature of language can be classified into three different views, namely the structural, the 
functional and the interactional views. 
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In the structural view, language is a system, consisting of components structurally bound 
together in order to convey meaning. To master the language is to master these units like 
grammatical elements or phonological elements. Methods that can be placed in this view are, 
for example, the Audiolingual Method (Brooks, 1964; Rivers, 1964) and the Total Physical 
Response (Asher, 1977). The functional view, on the other hand, sees the language as a means 
of expressing the meaning. In fact, communication and meaning are important elements of the 
language. Examples of this view include the Notional Syllabus (Wilkins, 1976) and English 
for Specific Purposes (ESP). The third view of language is the interactional view. This one 
considers language as a way of social interaction between individuals. It emphasizes action, 
negotiation and interaction used in conversations.  
 
While some approaches or methods derived from theories of the nature of language, others 
derived from learning theories. Richards and Rodgers (1986) discuss theories of language 
learning, another important issue at the level of approach previously mentioned, as follows:  
A learning theory underlying an approach or method responds to two 
questions: (a) What are the psycholinguistic and cognitive processes 
involved in language teaching? and (b) What are the conditions that need to 
be met in order for these learning processes to be activated? (p. 18) 
 
They believe that for each approach or method derived from learning theories, either of these 
theories or both are involved.   
• Process-oriented theories 
• Condition-oriented theories. 
For Process-oriented theories, learning processes are important issues. They refer to, for 
example, habit formation, generalization and even hypothesis testing. As for Condition-
oriented, the emphasis is on the nature of human and physical context where language 
learning occurs. However, Bigge (1982) views two major families of contemporary learning 
theory as consisting of “Behaviouristic family of stimulus-response conditioning theories and 
Gestalt-field family of cognitive theories” (p. 48). 
 
According to Richards and Rodgers (1986), at the level of approach, each method is examined 
based on its theory of language and/or theory of learning mentioned earlier. At the level of 
design, objectives, syllabus, content or types of learning and teaching activities as well as the 
roles of teachers, learners and instructional materials are included and clarified followed by 
procedure or what Anthony (1963) referred to as technique. Therefore, a review of the some 
of the major or well-known approaches or methods is presented based on these issues.  
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2.3.2.1 The Oral Approach or Situational Language Teaching 
According to Richards and Rodgers (1986), the terms Oral Approach or Situational Language 
Teaching were developed by British applied linguists from the 1930s to the 1960s. Harold E. 
Palmer (1921) and A. S. Hornby (1950) were significant British scholars in the twentieth 
century who attempted to “…develop a more scientific foundation for an oral approach to 
teaching English than was evidenced in the Direct Method” (p. 31). By the 1950s, it was 
acknowledged as the British English language teaching approach. Major characteristics of this 
approach are given below. 
1. Language teaching begins with the spoken language. Material is taught 
orally before it is presented in written form. 
2. The target language is the language of the classroom. 
3. New language points are introduced and practiced situationally. 
4. Vocabulary selection procedures are followed to ensure that an essential 
general service vocabulary is covered. 
5. Items of grammar are graded following the principle that simple forms 
should be taught before complex ones. 
6. Reading and writing are introduced once a sufficient lexical and grammatical 
basis is established. 
                                                                                         (Richards & Rodgers, 1986, p. 34)   
                                                
From these principles, the third one is considered a major characteristic of this approach in the 
1960s, resulting in the favourable use of the term ‘Situational’ in place of ‘the Oral 
Approach’. It receives good support from many scholars and proponents. One example was 
George Pittman (1963), an Australian who developed an effective set of teaching materials 
based on this approach. The use of these materials was a success in Australia, New Guinea 
and the Pacific territories. When the Commonwealth Office of Education in Sydney, Australia 
(1965) decided to develop materials to be used in the English programs for immigrants in 
Australia, he was assigned responsibility to produce materials based on the Situational 
Approach Teaching. 
 
With respect to the elements of language teaching, namely approach, design, and procedure 
mentioned earlier, at the level of approach, the Situational Language Teaching views oral 
practice as the basis of language whereas structure is regarded as the most important issue for 
oral proficiency. Thus, the language theory underlying this approach is of the structural view. 
However, the use of structures must be in association with situations. Richards and Rogers 
(1986) comment on this issue that “…language was viewed as purposeful activity related to 
goals and situations in the real world” (p. 35). As for the theory of language learning, this 
approach is considered process-oriented and a kind of behaviourist habit formation. For 
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learners, it is believed that they would transfer the language they learned in class and apply it 
to real-life situations outside, which is believed to be the way children learn a language.  
 
The objectives of this approach are to provide students with experiences through practical 
commands of the four basic skills, consisting of listening, speaking, reading and writing. 
However, each skill is believed to be achieved through structure and speech. As a result, 
grammar and pronunciation are emphasised, especially on the issue of correctness. New 
vocabulary and new structures are taught orally so that spontaneous control over basic 
structure and sentence patterns would be acquired. Concerning the syllabus, Frisby (1957) 
states that a variety of sentence patterns which includes statements, questions, requests and 
commands will be provided together with a list of many structural words and content words. 
The learning and teaching activities focus on the drill and practice of new words and sentence 
patterns in relation to various situations. At the beginning, having no control over the issues 
taught, learners are asked to listen and repeat after their teachers and to respond to questions 
or commands given (Richards & Rogers, 1986). They will be encouraged to become more 
active in later stages. As for the teachers, they have control over the class—preparing the 
lessons, arranging the situations to support learning and teaching to take place and being a 
role model for their students. In other words, the success of this approach depends mostly on 
the teachers. Materials used in the Situational Language Teaching method consists of well-
planned textbooks and visual aids such as pictures, flashcards, charts and figures. It is 
explained by Richards and Rodgers (1986) that visual materials and a careful arrangement of 
appropriate and gradually ordered grammatical points to be achieved are important 
components of this approach. 
 
With regards to procedures or techniques used in class, learning and teaching are controlled at 
the first stages and later become freer or less restricted. The underlying theoretical principle is 
that the oral practice of sentence patterns will be automatically transferred to the ability in oral 
proficiency, reading and writing. The practice techniques are, for example, repetition, both 
individually and chorally, substitution drills and dictation. Although the Oral Approach or 
Situational Language Teaching was considered one of the major British approaches to 
teaching English as a foreign language, it started to lose its prominence around 1960s as the 
view of language learning and teaching were questioned, leading to Communicative 
Language Teaching. This was partly because of the American linguist Noam Chomsky and 
his book Syntactic Structures (1957), which is discussed later in the chapter. 
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2.3.2.2 The Audiolingual Method 
While the Situational Language Teaching, a well-known British approach, was in favoured 
with language teachers in Europe, little development concerning the study of language 
systematically was seen in America. In the United States, the Reading Method (Krashen, 
1983) or the Reading-based Approach (Richards & Rogers, 1986) was practiced as 
recommended by the Coleman Report in 1929. This resulted from the Modern Foreign 
Language Study, which was established in 1924 and was produced by the committee directed 
by Algernon Coleman under the sponsorship of the Carnegie Corporation. Of the seventeen 
volumes published, volume 12: The Teaching of Modern Foreign Languages in the United 
States presents an influential aspect of foreign language study. According to Coleman, 
reading proficiency should be the primary goal because 85 percent of high school students in 
the country studied a foreign language for only two years (Richards & Rodgers, 1986; Bowen 
et al., 1985; Krashen, 1983). 
 
It was not until the United Stated became involved in World War II that there was an 
influential impact on language teaching. The U.S. government and the military realised that 
their personnel must be trained in a large number of different foreign languages such as 
Chinese, French, German, Italian, Japanese, Thai and other languages in order that they could 
handle general communication and perform their duty as, for example, code-room assistants, 
interpreters and translators effectively in various environments (Richards & Rodgers, 1986). 
The government contacted American universities and asked for linguist assistance to develop 
intensive foreign language training programs known as the Army Specialized Training 
Program (ASTP) or, very often, referred to as the “Army Method”. The ASTP was established 
in 1942 and by the beginning of 1943 fifty-five universities participated in this program. 
 
Due to the fact that the objective of foreign language study then was shifted to oral 
proficiency, new approaches were developed. Concurrently, Leonard Bloomfield (1933) at 
Yale and other linguists who had long investigated spoken American Indian languages and 
other languages had designed training programs as part of their linguistic and anthropological 
research. This was very helpful for the ASTP since some of the languages to be studied by 
military personnel had not been written down or the characters of these languages were very 
difficult to master such as Burmese, Japanese, Korean and Thai. As a result, within one year 
after America entered World War II, a guide on learning languages where teaching materials 
were unavailable was provided by Bloomfield and teaching materials, phrase books, 
dictionaries as well as training manuals for various languages for military personnel were 
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produced by linguists across America (Bowen et al., 1985). The most important aspects of the 
ASTP were oral practice and a large number of drills. Krashen (1983) explained that an Army 
language course focuses on practice and memorisation of dialogues in various situations, 
followed by oral drills of different sentence patterns. Either a linguist or a trained native 
speaker would be assigned to be responsible for the drill sessions. After that, dialogue drills 
and small, generally no more than ten students, conversation classes with a native speaker 
would be provided. According to the programs set earlier by Bloomfield and other linguists, 
each course would meet ten hours a day and six days a week over a six-week period of up to 
two to three sessions. However, Bowen et al. (1985) found out that the ASTP German classes 
lasted for nine months for a basic level and eleven months for an advanced phase. The ASTP 
was considered very successful and gained popular interest. This was because of factors such 
as small classes, mature and highly motivated students, many hours of teaching and learning, 
intensive communicative sessions and the use of native speakers. However, the ASTP or 
Army Method lasted only approximately two years. But, its influence on people’s interest in 
relation to foreign language study lasted for the next ten years. As the United States became a 
more powerful country after the war, English was inevitably viewed as an international 
language. This had an impact on the increase in interest in English as a second or foreign 
language for linguists, applied linguists and foreign students who came to America to further 
their education.      
 
While the Army Method received wide interest from the public, there were, however, many 
linguists such as Charles Fries and language teaching experts who were interested in structural 
linguistics. Fries was director of the first English Language Institute in the United States, 
established by the University of Michigan in 1939. This institution was developed to train 
teachers of English as a foreign language as well as to teach English as a second or foreign 
language. Fries and other university linguists believe that grammar or structure is the most 
important issue to start with. Thus, an abundance of pronunciation practice and oral drills of 
basic sentence patterns and various grammatical structures should be provided. In fact, this 
approach is similar to the British Oral Approach or Situational Language Teaching mentioned 
earlier. However, this American approach focuses on the relationship between structural 
linguistics and contrastive analysis, an important issue in applied linguistics. Richards and 
Rodgers (1986) indicate that for this approach it is believed that problems occurred in foreign 
language learning are caused by differences in structural systems. That is, the differences 
between the grammatical and phonological patterns of the native language and the target 
language. As a result, the study of contrastive analysis between these two languages could 
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lead to prediction of possible problems that may interfere with foreign language learning and 
that appropriate teaching materials could be arranged. This approach is known as the Oral 
Approach, the Aural-Oral Approach and the Structural Approach based on the fact that it 
started with aural training, followed by pronunciation, speaking, reading and writing skill 
practice and drills respectively. “Language was identified with speech, and speech was 
approached through structure” (p. 47). 
 
When the Soviet Union launched the first satellite, Sputnik, in 1957, the United States realised 
the importance of the study of modern foreign languages with regard to other countries’ 
scientific advances as well as the U.S. national security. Consequently, the 1958 National 
Defense Education Act (NDEA) was approved by the Congress of the United States to 
provide funds and grants for the study of modern foreign languages, the development of 
teaching materials, training of language teachers and a new teaching method. It was the 
combination of the Army Method, Aural-Oral Approach and theory of psychology called 
behaviourism that led to Audiolingualism. Professor Nelson Brooks of Yale University used 
the term ‘audiolingual’ to replace the word aural-oral in 1964. Similar to other methods or 
approaches, the Audiolingual Method was challenged and criticised by linguists and others, 
working in the area of language teaching and learning in the late sixties. However, its 
principles and the materials developed could still be seen practiced, especially by military 
personnel or those who were trained or had experience in this method. Details of the 
approach, design and procedure are presented next. 
 
The theoretical view of language underlying the Audiolingual Method is structural linguistics. 
As mentioned before, linguists such as Fries (1945), Brooks (1964) and other scholars believe 
that “Speech is language” (Richards & Rodgers, 1986, p. 49). In terms of descriptive 
linguistics, the study of contrastive analysis, which is a significant feature of this method, 
presents an aspect of a scientific approach used in analysing different structural units found in 
spoken languages. Thus, “Language was viewed as a system of structurally related elements 
for the encoding of meaning, the elements being phonemes, morphemes, words, structures 
and sentence types” (p. 49). Concerning the theory of learning, behavioural psychology is 
considered the key to all kinds of human learning, which includes language learning. 
Behaviourists such as B. F. Skinner (1957) and D. H. Brown (1980) indicate that the three 
important factors establishing human behaviours consist of a stimulus, a response and 
reinforcement. Rivers (1964), cited by Richards and Rodgers (1986), states prominent 
 47 
principles that have influenced implementation and practices in the Audiolingual Method are 
as follows: 
1. Foreign language learning is basically a process of mechanical habit 
formation. Good habits are formed by giving correct responses rather than 
by making mistakes. By memorizing dialogues and performing pattern drills 
the chances of producing mistakes are minimised. Language is verbal 
behavior – that is, the automatic production and comprehension of utterances 
– and can be learned by inducing the students to do likewise. 
2. Language skills are learned more effectively if the items to be learned in the 
target language are presented in spoken form before they are seen in written 
form. Aural-oral training is needed to provide the foundation for the 
development of other language skills. 
3. Analogy provides a better foundation for language learning than analysis. 
Analogy involves the processes of generalization and discrimination. 
Explanations of rules are therefore not given until students have practiced a 
pattern in a variety of contexts and are thought to have acquired a perception 
of the analogies involved. Drills can enable learners to form correct 
analogies. Hence the approach to the teaching of grammar is essentially 
inductive rather than deductive. 
4. The meanings that the words of a language have for the native speaker can 
be learned only in a linguistic and cultural context and not in isolation. 
Teaching a language thus involves teaching aspects of the cultural system of 
the people who speak the language. (p. 51) 
 
Although the utmost objective of this method is for learners to be able to use a foreign 
language like a native speaker, beginners are first trained through listening and speaking skills 
in order to achieve oral proficiency as it is the key of this method. Emphasis is on aural 
training, correct pronunciation, grammar and vocabulary and its meanings as presented in the 
context. As contrastive analysis – the linguistic and scientific study of differences between the 
native language and the target language – is believed to play an important role in foreign 
language learning, the syllabus of the Audiolingual Method focuses on phonology, 
morphology and graded order of syntax. Basic vocabulary or lexical items are explained 
beforehand in relation to situations and context (Richards & Rodgers, 1986; Bowen et al., 
1985). 
 
Since the idea of practice makes perfect has an influence on Aural-Oral Approach, 
Audiolingualism also places an emphasis on abundant dialogue and drill practices, reflecting 
some cultural aspects and ‘true-to-life situations’ or real communication in the target language 
(Richards & Rodgers, 1986; Bowen et al., 1985; Krashen, 1983). After a dialogue is 
presented, repetition and memorisation of the dialogue are expected. Richards and Rodgers 
mention that “correct pronunciation, stress, rhythm, and intonation” (p. 53) are to be mastered 
before particular structural units or patterns are practiced or drilled. Brooks (1964) cited by 
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Richards and Rodgers, lists the different kinds of drills and pattern practice used in this 
method. They are, for example, repetition, replacement, restatement, completion, expansion 
and integration. These activities are believed to bring about unconscious habits for the 
language learners. 
 
With respect to learner and teacher roles, learners have little control over the learning and 
teaching process. They are to listen to their teachers and repeat after them various phonemes, 
morphemes and syntactical units. Based on the behaviourist learning theory, the learners 
would be taught and trained to respond to stimuli and produce correct responses 
automatically. On the contrary, teachers take control of the class by being models for the 
students, preparing materials to be presented, correcting any mistakes that occurred, directing 
and controlling the class as well as monitoring the students (Richards & Rodgers, 1986). In 
the early stages, instructional materials such as tape recorders and visual aids are significant, 
especially when the teachers are not native speakers of each particular foreign language. 
Consequently, the use of a language laboratory is necessary and viewed as very helpful since 
it provides further drills and practices in the target language. Teachers’ manuals or textbooks 
are available for the teachers to manage or follow appropriately any dialogues, drills and 
activities to be introduced to the learners. Generally, students would not be given or presented 
printed words or textbooks until later stages. This is to prevent language transfer from the 
students’ native language to the target language (Krashen, 1983). 
 
At the level of procedure, the Audiolingual Method focuses on the use of the target language 
as the medium of instruction. The use of learners’ native language and translation are minimal 
(Richards & Rodgers, 1986). In addition, as oral proficiency and behaviourism are believed to 
be the keys to language learning and teaching, the students are first taught to listen to a 
dialogue introduced by a teacher or tape recorder, repeat the dialogue line by line chorally and 
individually with immediate production of correct pronunciation, stress and intonation and try 
to memorise that dialogue without referring to a textbook. Some important structural units are 
selected for pattern practice, followed by various types of activities mentioned earlier. Further 
drills and practice as well as follow-up activities could be done in the language laboratory. 
 
Similar to the British Oral Approach or Situational Language Teaching, the Audiolingual 
method was challenged by Noam Chomsky (1957). He disagrees with the structural 
linguistics and the behaviourist psychology underlying the theory of language and the theory 
of language learning. While Audiolingualism regards language as a set of habit formation, 
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subjected to stimulus, response and reinforcement as other types of learning (Richards & 
Rodgers, 1986; Bowen et al., 1985), Chomsky views language as a rule-governed process 
generated by learners’ knowledge of abstract rules or underlying ‘competence’, not by 
imitated behaviour. Richards and Rodgers (1986) also explain, “Chomsky’s theory of 
transformational grammar proposes that the fundamental properties of language derive from 
innate aspects of the mind and from how humans process experience through language” (p. 
59). This led to a cognitive-code learning theory,  
 … a view of learning that allowed for a conscious focus on grammar and 
that acknowledged the role of abstract mental processes in learning rather 
than defining learning simply in terms of habit formation. Practice activities 
should involve meaningful learning and language use. Learners should be 
encouraged to use their innate and creative abilities to derive and make 
explicit the underlying grammatical rules of the language. (p. 60)      
   
2.3.2.3 Communicative Language Teaching  
While the Audiolingual Method was questioned in the United States partly because of 
Chomsky’s theory mentioned in the earlier section, British linguists started to look at the 
theories underlying the Situational Language Teaching as no longer serving the course 
(Howatt, 1984). Concurrently, the study of foreign languages received greater importance 
among European countries since it had an influence on the educational and economic 
organizations of these countries, namely the Council of Europe and the European Common 
Market. Therefore, other approaches or methods in foreign language teaching and learning 
were required. However, instead of holding similar thoughts as to those presented by 
Chomsky, the British scholars and linguists viewed language study differently. They believed 
that function and communication was the key to language teaching and learning. As a result, 
they developed the Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) or Communicative Approach. 
Wilkins (1972), a British linguist, believes that communicative meanings underlying 
communicative uses of language are significant to language learners. Richards and Rodgers 
(1986) clarify two types of meanings classified by Wilkins as “notional categories (concepts 
such as time, sequence, quantity, location, frequency) and categories of communicative 
function (requests, denials, offers, complaints)” (p. 65). This approach is sometimes referred 
to as the notional-functional approach or functional approach as well. The CLT Approach is 
accepted and supported by the British applied linguists, scholars and specialists in related 
areas as well as governments. This is reflected by their written work, textbooks produced 
together with English curriculum and syllabus design. By the mid-1970s, this approach is 
supported by not only the British but also the American linguists and language scholars. One 
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reason that helps boost the widespread use of this approach is because those who are 
interested in the CLT Approach could interpret and apply it in different ways. 
 
Concerning the theory of language, the Communicative Language Teaching Approach 
focussed on communication and function. Some of the characteristics of this communicative 
view are presented by Richards and Rodgers (1986) as follows: 
1. Language is a system for the expression of meaning. 
2. The primary function of language is for interaction and communication. 
3. The structure of language reflects its functional and communicative uses. 
4. The primary units of language are not merely its grammatical and structural 
features, but categories of functional and communicative meaning as 
exemplified in discourse. (p. 71) 
 
As for the theory of learning, the CLT Approach is viewed as condition-oriented since it 
involves three principles promoting learning. The first one is a communication principle as 
seen from activities relating to virtual communication. The second one is a task principle 
where language activities are practiced in order to complete any tasks assigned. The third 
principle focuses on a ‘meaningfulness’ principle. It is believed that through meaningful 
activities engaged, learners are encouraged in language learning (Richards & Rodgers, 1986; 
Johnson, 1982).  
 
At the level of the design, communicative competence is regarded as the goal of language 
teaching and learning (Widdowson, 1978; Hymes, 1972; Halliday, 1970). The term 
‘communicative competence’ refers to the ability not only to apply the grammatical rules of a 
language in order to form grammatically correct sentences but also to know when and where 
to use these sentences and to whom (Richards, Platt & Weber, 1985, p. 49).  However, 
specific objectives vary among various groups of foreign language learners depending upon 
their underlying communicative needs, which could be in the areas of listening, speaking, 
reading or writing. Thus, the syllabus of the CLT Approach used in any courses also varies, 
reflecting the particular needs of particular groups of learners. Several types of the CLT 
syllabus are, for example, structural, functional, notional, interactional, task-based and 
learners’ generated syllabus (Richards & Rodgers, 1986, p. 74; Yalden, 1983). 
 
In terms of learning and teaching activities, a variety of activities could be applied, provided 
that it serves the communicative objectives of a particular course and led to communicative 
competence. In class, learners would be asked to complete any tasks given or solve any 
problems through the use of language such as asking for information, following directions or 
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instructions and carrying out a conversation or discussion (Richards & Rodgers, 1986; Bowen 
et al., 1985). Breen and Candlin (1980) state that learners, like negotiators, interact and learn 
from each other through classroom or group activities. Richards and Rodgers explain further,  
 
students are expected to interact primarily with each other rather than with 
the teacher, and correction of errors may be absent or infrequent … 
learners learn to see that failed communication is a joint responsibility and 
not the fault of speaker or listener. Similarly, successful communication is 
an accomplishment jointly achieved and acknowledged. (p. 77)  
 
In the Communicative Language Teaching Approach, teachers are given many different roles 
ranging from facilitators, participants, resourced persons, guides, researchers and learners, 
needs analysts, counselors to group managers (Richards & Rodgers, 1986; Breen and Candlin, 
1980). Instructional materials are regarded as important in this approach. Consequently, a 
number of textbooks, tasks and realia or authentic materials are used to promote learning and 
communicative competence. These include texts and exercise books for pairwork and 
situational practice, various types of games, role plays, newspapers, pictures, and a variety of 
visual aids. 
 
Due to the fact that the CLT Approach could be interpreted and applied differently to suit the 
learners’ levels and respond to the objectives of a particular course, procedures or techniques 
used would vary to be compatible with these issues. As a result, no definite or typical 
procedures could be specified, which could be considered a drawback.    
 
2.3.2.4 Total Physical Response 
Total Physical Response (TPR) is a language teaching method developed by James Asher 
(1977), a professor of psychology at San Jose State University in California, America. He 
believes that foreign or second language adult learners acquire a target language through 
speech (commands) accompanied by actions or physical activities, which is similar to the way 
children learn their native language. That is, through physical actions, children respond to 
speech, which is directed to them, mostly in the imperative form. He focuses on listening 
comprehension and the delay of speech production to reduce anxiety or stress and to help 
language learners to first establish comprehension skills and transfer them to other types of 
skills. This method is used effectively with beginners. However, questions are raised as to 
whether it is appropriate for language learners in an intermediate or advanced levels. 
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With regards to the theory of language, Asher does not give much clarification about this 
issue. It appears to be structural or grammar-based views since Asher emphasises the use of 
concrete nouns and verbs in the imperative form as the keys to language learning (Richards & 
Rodgers, 1986). However, “Abstractions should be delayed until students internalized a 
detailed cognitive map of the target language” (Asher, 1977, p. 11). For the theory of 
learning, the TPR method reflects the influence of behaviourism that views a stimulus and 
response as important elements underlying language learning and teaching processes. Asher 
further explains three important learning hypotheses influencing facilitation or inhibition of 
the target language, which are summarized by Richards and Rodgers (1986) as follows: 
1. There exists a specific innate bio-program for language learning, 
which defines an optimal path for first and second language 
development. 
2. Brain lateralization defines different learning functions in the left- and 
right-brain hemispheres. 
3. Stress (an affective filter) intervenes between the act of learning and 
what is to be learned; the lower the stress, the greater the learning.                                  
(p.90)                       
                                                                                                                                                          
Concerning the bio-program, Asher (1977) believes that in acquiring a language, the brain and 
nervous system are programmed biologically in a specific order and a particular way. In other 
words, listening comprehension, in association with physical activities, precedes speech 
production, which is the way children acquire their first language. As for the brain 
lateralisation, Total Physical Response focuses on the right-hemisphere learning, where 
language activities are located. This is different from many methods used in foreign language 
study where the left-brain learning is the target. Children are believed to acquire their native 
language through physical activities or ‘motor movement’ in their right brain before the left 
hemisphere is triggered to process speech production. Similarly, this could be applied to 
foreign or second language adult learners as well. In relation to stress, children acquire their 
first language in a friendly environment, without stress. Consequently, foreign or second 
language learning should be arranged in a way that stress or anxiety would be minimized to 
promote successful language learning. 
 
The objective of the TPR is to develop language learners’ oral proficiency, especially in the 
introductory level. It is believed that through comprehension, the learners could achieve 
fundamental speaking skills. Although Asher uses a sentence-based syllabus, emphasis is on 
the meaning instead of the form (Richards & Rodgers, 1986). Selected grammatical features 
and vocabulary items are presented to the learners based on the ease of learning. Asher (1977) 
comments that “If an item is not learned rapidly, this means that the students are not ready for 
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that item. Withdraw it and try again at a future time in the training program” (p. 42). He also 
recommends that an exact number of items be presented in each class to facilitate the ease of 
assimilation by students.     
 
In relation to learning and teaching activities, Total Physical Response focuses on the use of 
imperative drills in association with responses through physical actions of foreign or second 
language learners. Asher (1977) indicates that conversational dialogues should be introduced 
when the learners acquire a considerably advanced level of the target language, approximately 
after 120 hours of a particular language study. At that level, the students should be able to 
handle abstraction and disconnection usually found in everyday conversations. Concerning 
learner and teacher roles, the learners have little control over the content. They are to listen to 
commands directed by their teachers and respond individually or collectively through physical 
actions or activities. However, the students’ speech production would not be forced since it is 
believed that they have to internalise the target language to a point where they feel 
comfortable to speak the language (Richards & Rodgers, 1986). In the TPR, the teachers have 
control over the class. They select and prepare materials to be taught, make detailed lesson 
plans, direct commands to the students, initiate classroom interaction between the students as 
well as give the learners feedback. As for error corrections, Asher (1977) recommends that 
the teachers “…begin with a wide tolerance for student speech errors, but as training 
progresses, the tolerance narrows” (p. 27), which is similar to the way that parents give 
feedback to children. He believes that interruptions made to correct errors, especially at the 
beginning stages, could lead to the learner’s inhibition of the target language study. For 
beginners, no instructional material is required. Instruction is under the responsibility of the 
teachers who would direct words in the imperative form, together with their gestures and 
actions to the students. However, materials such as general objects found in the classroom, 
pictures, slides and realia would be used in later stages but no particular text is recommended. 
With respect to the procedure, Asher (1977) designs a 159-hour course with detailed lessons 
planned for adult immigrants based on the TPR principles, which could be applied in the TPR 
class. However, he strongly recommends that Total Physical Response be applied together 
with other methods or techniques. He clarifies, 
We are not advocating only one strategy of learning. Even if the imperative 
is the major or minor format of training, variety is critical for maintaining 
continued student interest. The imperative is a powerful facilitator of 
learning, but it should be used in combination with many other techniques. 
The optimal combination will vary from instructor and class to class. (p. 28)  
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2.3.2.5 Community Language Learning 
Community Language Learning Method (CLL) was developed by Charles A. Curran (1972), 
a professor of psychology at Loyola University in Chicago, America. This method is also 
known as Counseling-Learning since counseling techniques used in psychology have been 
applied to foreign or second language learning. Richards et al. (1985) explain this method as 
follows: 
 It uses techniques developed in group counseling to help people with 
psychological and emotional problems. The method makes use of group 
learning in small or large groups. These groups are the “community”. The 
method places emphasis on the learners’ personal feelings and their 
reactions to language learning. Learners say things which they want to talk 
about, in their native language. The teacher (known as “Counselor”) 
translates the learner’s sentences into the foreign language, and the learner 
then repeats this to other members of the group. (p. 50) 
                                                                                                                                   
Although Curran (1972) did not provide much information about the theory of language of 
this method, La Forge (1983), his student, stated that CLL started with the linguistic theory 
because the students (clients) were to understand the sound system and basic grammatical 
features and patterns first. As a result, it was considered to be based on structuralism. 
However, he also viewed this method as an interactional one. This resulted from the 
interactions which occurred between learners and between learners and teachers (knowers or 
counselors), which led to the theory of learning of this method. Community Language 
Learning is regarded as an example of a humanistic approach since it involves ‘whole-person 
learning’. He believes that learning  
reflects a concern for the development of positive human relationships. 
Interestingly, this is aimed at improving the teacher’s sense of worth and 
belonging as well as that of the student....Teachers are to recognize each 
individual’s need for personal fulfillment, and therefore communication in 
language classes should stem from joint learner efforts directed toward 
completing a given task. (Bowen et al., 1985, p. 46)  
 
The objective of Community Language Learning was not specified clearly in the literature 
related to this method. However, it appears that CLL aims at developing learners’ linguistic 
and communicative competence through mostly speech works and it is believed that this 
method could finally lead to the learners’ “near-native like mastery of the target language” 
(Bowen et al., 1985, p. 119). The course syllabus is a topic-based one since the instruction 
focuses on things or messages that the language learners would like to talk about or 
communicate to others. The teachers are to translate these messages from the students’ native 
language into the appropriate level of the target language. As a result, the syllabus of each 
course differs from one to another depending upon the interest and intentions of the learners 
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and the interactions occurring between the learners and between the learners and teachers. In 
the CLL classroom, Bowen et al., (1985) mention that Curran (1972) relies greatly on 
activities in association with the learners’ interactions. According to Richards and Rodgers 
(1986), these activities consist of translation, group work, recording, transcription, analysis, 
reflection and observation, listening and free conversation.  
 
As for learner and teacher roles, the students are regarded as members of the community 
(Richards & Rodgers, 1986) and thus have control over the content and the learning process. 
They are to go through five stages of language learning, which is comparable to the 
development of children. Bowen et al. (1985) explain these stages as follows: 
1. In the initial (or Embryonic) stage they are very dependent on their 
counselor-teacher. 
2. At the next stage (Self-Assertion), they speak directly to fellow class 
members in the foreign language, receiving assistance only when they 
hesitate or ask for it.        
3. In the third (or Birth) stage there is greater independence on the part of 
learners and an improved oneness of purpose in the functioning of 
knower and clients. 
4. Students speak even more freely in the fourth (or Reversal) stage, with 
confidence that peers understand what is being said. Now the counselor-
teacher injects corrections without being asked, knowing that the student-
clients are secure enough to accept the improvement offered. 
5. Finally, in stage five (the Independent or Enrichment period), the 
counselor intervenes to refine what is being communicated, by adding 
idioms and more sophisticated or socially appropriate means of 
expressing what is said. (pp 46-47)  
                                                                                                                                                        
Generally, a group of approximately six to ten students would sit in a circle whereas the 
teacher(s) would stand outside the circle. Initially, the teachers are to be supportive and calm 
like parents. In addition, they have to provide “a safe environment in which clients can learn 
and grow” (Richards & Rodgers, 1986, p. 122) because a secure atmosphere could enhance 
the language learning process and outcome.  
 
In a Community Language Learning course, the use of a textbook is not a major issue. This is 
because the target language learning involves interactions based on issues the students are 
interested in and would like to communicate. Teachers could develop materials to be applied 
as the course progressed (Richards & Rodgers, 1986). As mentioned earlier that each CLL 
class differs from one to another, CLL procedures applied would vary accordingly. 
Nevertheless, typical features of this method could be summarised as follows. While sitting in 
a circle, the students face one another. In earlier classes, there may be silence in the class as 
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the learners try to make up their mind about things they would like to talk about. The 
counselor could then persuade or encourage the students to initiate the interaction process. A 
tape-recorder is used to record the target language repeated or produced by the learners for 
later use. The teacher starts to correct the students’ mistakes gradually as the learners feel 
more secured (Richards & Rodgers, 1986; La Forge, 1983). Although the students have high 
motivation and are impressed by this method since they have freedom and control over the 
class, great demands are expected from the teachers. That is, they have to be proficient as well 
as culturally sensitive in both the native and target languages. They may also need a special 
training in this method. 
 
2.3.2.6 The Natural Approach 
This communication-based approach was developed by Tracy Terrell and Stephen Krashen 
(1983). From his experiences as a teacher of Spanish in California at all levels, Terrell (1977) 
proposes a language teaching called the Natural Approach, which is based on naturalistic 
principles. It is believed that children and foreign or second language learners go through 
similar principles of naturalistic language learning (Richards & Rodgers, 1986). Concurrently, 
with the cooperation of Krashen, who was an applied linguist at the University of Southern 
California, his theory of second language acquisition helps support and strengthen the 
theoretical issues of this method. Their book, The Natural Approach, was published in 1983 
and gained public interest. According to Richards and Rodgers (1986), 
In the Natural Approach there is an emphasis on exposure, or input, rather 
than practice; optimizing emotional preparedness for learning; a prolonged 
period of attention to what the language learners hear before they try to 
produce language; and a willingness to use written and other materials as a 
source of comprehensible input. (p. 129) 
 
In the Natural Approach, language serves as a means to communicate meanings and messages 
(Richards & Rodgers, 1986). Krashen and Terrell (1983) present their view that “The central 
hypothesis of the theory is that language acquisition occurs in only one way: by understanding 
messages. We acquire language when we obtain comprehensible input, when we understand 
what we hear or read in another language. This means that acquisition is based primarily on 
what we hear and understand, not what we say” (p. 1). They also explain the five hypotheses 
underlying the theory of second language acquisition as follows: 
1. The Acquisition –Learning Hypothesis  
2. The Natural Order Hypothesis 
3. The Monitor Hypothesis 
4. The Input Hypothesis 
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5. The Affective Filter Hypothesis. 
 
Krashen and Terrell (1983) explain the acquisition – learning hypothesis that adults have two 
different ways of developing competence in second or foreign languages. The first one is 
language acquisition where language is used for real communication. They believe that it is a 
subconscious process and the “natural” way of developing linguistic ability. The second way 
is language learning, which is, on the contrary, a conscious process. Krashen and Terrell 
(1983) clarify this issue, “Language learning is “knowing about” language, or “formal 
knowledge” of a language….Learning refers to “explicit” knowledge of rules, being aware of 
them and being able to talk about them” (p. 26). For the natural order hypothesis, it is claimed 
that “grammatical structures are required in a predictable order…certain structures will tend 
to be acquired early, while others will tend to be acquired late” (p. 28). To illustrate, two 
morphemes, namely the progressive tense marker –ing and the plural marker –s, are generally 
acquired early in a child’s first language acquisition. Similarly, this is a natural order in the 
second or foreign language acquisition process (Richards & Rodgers, 1986; Krashen & 
Terrell, 1983). 
 
The monitor hypothesis refers to a limited function of conscious learning as a monitor or 
editor. According to Krashen and Terrell (1983), “…when we produce utterances in a second 
language, the utterance is “initiated” by the acquired system, and our conscious learning only 
comes into play later. We can thus use the Monitor to make changes in our utterances only 
after the utterance has been generated by the acquired system” (p. 30).  However, Richards 
and Rodgers (1986) summarise three conditions that have an influence on the successful use 
of the monitor. 
1. Time. There must be sufficient time for a learner to choose and apply a 
learned rule. 
2. Focus on form. The language user must be focused on correctness or on the 
form of the output. 
3.  Knowledge of rules. The performer must know the rules. The monitor does 
best with rules that are simple in two ways. They must be simple to describe 
and they must not require complex movements and rearrangements. (p. 132) 
 
Concerning the input hypothesis, Krashen and Terrell (1983) explain, 
                                                                                                               
we acquire (not learn) language by understanding input that is a little bit 
beyond our current level of (acquired) competence … an acquirer can 
‘move’ from a stage i (where i is the acquirer’s level of competence) to a 
stage i + 1 (where i + 1 is the stage immediately following i along some 
natural order) by understanding language containing i + 1. (p. 32)  
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This hypothesis also claims that listening comprehension and reading are to come first, 
whereas fluency in the speaking ability, which could not be taught directly, would naturally 
come or “emerge” in time when people gain competence through comprehensible input. As 
for the affective filter hypothesis, it is believed that learners’ emotion and attitudes play 
important roles in successful second or foreign language acquisition. Richards and Rodgers 
(1986) explain three types of affective or attitudinal variables as follows: 
1. Motivation. Learners with high motivation generally do better.  
2. Self-confidence. Learners with self-confidence and a good self-image tend to 
be more successful. 
3. Anxiety. Low personal anxiety and low classroom anxiety are more 
conducive to second language acquisition. (p. 133) 
                                                                                                                                           
This hypothesis also states that a low affective filter is preferable because it helps language 
learners acquire the target language better. That is, those who have a low affective filter are 
more “open” or receptive to the input. They would be willing to get more input as well as to 
communicate with others in the target language with confidence (Richards & Rodgers, 1986; 
Krashen & Terrell, 1983).  
 
For Krashen and Terrell (1983), this approach is intended for beginners to help learners move 
to an intermediate level. They indicate that “The goal of the Natural Approach is 
communication skills. The general goal is the ability to communicate with native speakers of 
the target language” (p. 58) whereas specific objectives vary depending upon the needs, 
interest and levels of the second or foreign language learners. Therefore, the suggested topics 
and situations listed in a syllabus design of this approach are seen as a general guideline to 
serve promoting basic skills in communication. With respect to learning and teaching 
activities, listening comprehension is primary and students are not forced to produce anything 
until they feel comfortable to do so. They may, however, answer in their native language 
(Bowen et al., 1985). An emphasis is on providing learners understandable input in the second 
or foreign language and creating a low affective filter in the classroom. In the Natural 
Approach, learners have control over the class in the sense that they would speak when they 
are ready or acquired competence at a certain level. Their responses vary gradually from 
physical actions, mime, gesture, a single-word or short-phrase answers to sentences, role play 
and games (Richards & Rodgers, 1986). Teachers are regarded as important since they have 
to provide the students with a variety of comprehensible input in the second or foreign 
language. In addition, the teachers are responsible for creating a favourable classroom 
environment to reduce learners’ anxiety and increase students’ self-confidence. Concerning 
the instructional materials, Richards and Rodgers (1986) state that “Materials come from the 
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world of realia rather than from textbooks” (p. 138). As a result, various communicative 
activities are arranged with the use of visual aids such as pictures, charts, maps as well as 
different kinds of realia to promote comprehension and language acquisition. As for the 
procedure, the Natural Approach applies techniques used in other approaches or methods, 
namely command-based activities from Total Physical Response, the use of mime, gesture 
and context from the Direct Method and group activities from Communicative Language 
Teaching.  
 
In the previous sections, it appears that the terms a foreign language and a second language 
have been used interchangeably among many scholars, linguists and practitioners in the field 
of language learning and teaching. The following section briefly presents some similar and 
different aspects between the Teaching of English as a Foreign Language (TEFL) and the 
Teaching of English as a Second Language (TESL). In addition, the current teaching of 
English practices as a foreign language and as a second language in globalized education as 
well as the internationalization of the curriculum and cross-cultural learning is examined. 
  
2.4 Teaching English as a Foreign Language (TEFL) 
Richards et al. (1985) provide explanations of the term a foreign language as follows: 
         (1) a language which is not a NATIVE LANGUAGE in a country. A foreign 
language is usually studied either for communication with foreigners who 
speak the language, or for reading printed materials in the language. 
         In North American applied linguistics usage, “foreign language” and “second 
language” are often used to mean the same in this sense. 
         (2) In British usage, a distinction is often made between foreign language and 
second language. 
         (a)  a foreign language is a language which is taught as a school subject but 
which is not used as a medium of instruction in schools nor as a language 
of communication within a country (eg in government, business, or 
industry). English is described as a foreign language in France, Japan, 
China, etc.    
         (b)  a second language is a language which is not a native language in a 
country but which is widely used as a medium of communication (eg in 
education and in government) and which is usually used alongside another 
language or languages. English is described as a second language in 
countries such as Fiji, Singapore, and Nigeria. 
         In both Britain and North America, the term “second language” would 
described a native language in a country as learnt by people living there who 
have another FIRST LANGUAGE. English in the UK would be called the 
second language of immigrants and people whose first language is Welsh. 
                                                                                                                   (pp. 108-109) 
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Further clarification has been given in this dictionary in relation to the acronyms used in this 
particular field. That is, the Teaching of English as a Foreign Language (TEFL) is generally 
used when English is taught as a foreign language whereas the Teaching of English as Second 
Language (TESL) is applied when English is taught to speakers of other languages. In 
addition, the Teaching of English to Speakers of Other Languages (TESOL) is used, 
“particularly in the USA, to describe the teaching of English in situations where it is either a 
SECOND LANGUAGE or a FOREIGN LANGUAGE. In British usage this is usually 
referred to as ELT, ie English Language Teaching” (p. 291). Littlewood T. William (1984) 
comments on the issue of second and foreign language learning in terms of functions. “A 
‘second’ language has social functions within the community where it is learnt (e.g. as a 
lingua franca or as the language of another social group), whereas a ‘foreign’ language is 
learnt primarily for contact outside one’s own community” (p. 2). For the latter case, he also 
adds that when English is used to serve “external rather than internal communication, people 
are less likely to be sharply or constantly aware of a communicative need for it” (p. 54), 
which could be an instance influencing the learning and teaching of English in the Royal Thai 
Air Force Academy (RTAFA) to be discussed in the next section. 
 
2.4.1 English as a Foreign Language (EFL) in the RTAFA 
As mentioned earlier in Section A, English is a foreign language that most Thai students tend 
to choose among other foreign languages offered in the Thai education system (see Appendix 
10 – Foreign Languages Taught in Thailand). An important reason is because English is 
usually included in an entrance examination of almost all institutions at many levels, 
including the examination to enter the RTAFA (see Table 2.5, p. 33 – RTAFA entrance 
examination subjects). According to the 1983 RTAFA curriculum, English was a compulsory 
foreign language taught whereas other foreign languages namely Chinese, Malay, Vietnamese 
and Khmer were offered as a three-credit elective course. At present, English is still a required 
course for every semester and the only foreign language offered at the academy. Since there 
are approximately 30 cadets in an English class, the instructors find it difficult to manage the 
class effectively if drills are to be practised with the cadets individually while the content 
planned is to be covered within a fifty-minute period. As a result, teaching approaches or 
methods frequently used are teacher-centered ones such as a lecture, the Grammar 
Translation, the Reading-based Approach, the Army Method and the Audiolingual Method. 
On the contrary, there are few instructors who prefer to use the Communicative Approach or 
methods emphasising speaking skills or students’ participation through group work and 
activities. However, the instructors can choose any method or approach they feel confident 
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and comfortable to teach, which is usually based on their educational background, (military) 
teacher training, experiences in teaching or personal interest. Teaching observation or 
evaluation is infrequent due to military courtesy and Thai culture. This also applies to an 
assessment of the learning and teaching of English as well as the examination.    
 
2.4.2 English in a globalized education and internationalization of the curriculum 
Carnoy and Rhoten (2002) believe that globalization has an influence on the world’s 
economy, and the most important resources for the economy are based on an increase in 
knowledge and information through education. As a result, there is a need to improve the 
quality of the national educational system to become an international one for the purpose of 
competitiveness. Curriculum, standards and testing of any program, course, or subject are to 
be reconsidered and reshaped to increase accountability. As for language education, the need 
to know another language, whether as a second or foreign language, is viewed as necessary in 
order that people in a global society – “people from all the corners of the world who speak 
many different languages” (Cheng, 1999, p. 1) – can communicate with each other more 
conveniently and effectively. English has received a global status as an international language 
that is used by many more people whose native languages are not English. Consequently, 
varieties of English reflecting national, ethnic, regional and cultural aspects can be seen and 
heard in many parts of the world. Singh (2002) adds to this issue that those who use English 
as a second or foreign language “are changing the English language itself in terms of 
pronunciation, vocabulary and grammar as a result of the influence of their first language and 
culture” (p. 132). 
 
Many educational institutions in various countries, not only those where English is used as a 
native language, namely America, Australia, England, Canada and New Zealand but also 
countries where English is used as a medium of instruction in international programs ranging 
from kindergarten, primary and secondary schools, colleges to universities, have started to 
review and develop their curriculum to become internationalized. According to Rizvi and 
Walsh (1998) cited by Battersby (2002), 
Internationalisation of curriculum is more than just a response to emergent 
global conditions; it is a framework of values and practices oriented 
towards heightened awareness and appreciation of the politics of difference 
as the basis for developing the necessary skills and literacies for a changing 
world. (p. 154) 
 
In relation to the teaching of English, two important issues that have to be taken into 
consideration involving internationalization of the curriculum concern cultural and 
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technological issues, which are discussed in the following sections (Wongsothorn, 2004; 
Battersby, 2002; Singh, 2002; Singh & Brown, 2002; McKay, 1992).  
 
2.4.3 Culture and English language learning and teaching 
In studying a second or foreign language, it is believed that learners should be taught not only 
the target language but also its culture should be brought into attention as well (Wongsothorn, 
2004; Cheng, 1999). Adaskou, Britten and Fahsi (1990) explain four ‘dimensions of culture’ 
cited by McKay (2000) as follows: 
1. aesthetic sense, in which a language is associated with the literature, film, 
and music of a particular country 
2. sociological sense, in which a language is linked to the customs and 
institutions of a country 
3. semantic sense, in which a culture’s conceptual system is expressed in the 
language 
4. pragmatic sense, in which cultural norms influence what language is 
appropriate for what contexts. (p. 8) 
 
It is the job of language teachers to be aware of the cultural content in materials to be 
presented so that they can point out issues of interest or sensitivity, whether similar or 
different ones from the students’ culture. This can make language learning become more 
interesting and meaningful. Cortazzi and Jin (1999) cited by McKay (2000) classify three 
types of cultural content that can be used as learning and teaching materials: 
1. target culture materials that use the culture of a country where English is 
spoken as a first language 
2. source culture materials that draw on the learners’ own culture as content 
3. international target culture materials that use a great variety of cultures in 
English- and non-English-speaking countries around the world. (p. 9) 
 
Concerning the target cultural content, Kirkpatrick (2000) raises an issue that materials 
reflecting “Anglo” cultural values are not necessary to be included in English teaching at 
schools in, for example, countries in East and Southeast Asia where English is used by non-
native speakers to communicate with other non-native speakers in the region. There is no need 
for governments of these countries to spend a lot of money on target culture materials or 
native English instructors. On the contrary, funding should be provided to develop local 
instructors and English curriculum promoting a regional variety of English. However, McKay 
(2000) has made some interesting comments in relation to the role of culture in English 
language teaching. First, the teaching of culture in either an EFL or ESL classroom should 
focus on presenting information and knowledge about that culture without attempting to 
motivate or recommend language learners to accept or agree with any cultural values or 
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concepts. Secondly, incorporation of the learners’ culture in English language teaching can 
lead to awareness and realization of the students’ own cultural values. In addition, they will be 
able to explain or clarify their culture through the use of English language. Finally, as English 
progresses to an international language, inclusion of cultural issues in language study can 
promote cross-cultural understanding across the global society. 
 
2.5 The use of technological support practices 
In an era of globalization, internationalization of the curriculum is viewed as significant to the 
development of the country’s economy, education and valuable resources, human beings. 
With the advancement and widespread use of new technologies worldwide, the use of 
Information and Communications Technology (ICT) has been introduced into the educational 
system to better the quality and quantity of education by way of computer-assisted instruction 
and the use of the Internet. This is based on the belief that in the future this new technology 
will be able to reach students in even the smallest part of every country and they can share the 
knowledge with the rest of the world. In other words, it will be the ‘seamless education’ 
(Singh & Brown, 2002; Battersby, 2002), while the teaching and learning strategies will be 
shifted from ‘largely print-bound literacy’ to the new phase of literacy from the new 
technologies. It will be beneficial to both the instructors and the students if they learn how to 
use the technology and integrate this into their curriculum appropriately. 
 
The use of computers in English Language Teaching (ELT) in both EFL and ESL classes 
offers “more choices of modes and channels of English learning” (Wongsothorn, 2004). 
Students will become more interactive in language learning processes while Singh and Brown 
(2002) comment that “Computers are not something that are or can be kept in a separate 
compartment of teachers’ lives” (p. 166). There are many technology supported practices that 
can be applied to teaching and learning situations, namely computer assisted language 
learning (CALL) in various skill practices, authentic activities and online learning (Reeves, 
Herrington & Oliver, 2002), the use of computer peer feedback (Hayward & Tuzi, 2003), 
project-based learning (Kamhi-Stein & et al, 2002), problem-based learning (Waters & 
McCracken, 1997), and Internet chat discussion sessions (Freiermuth, 2002). In terms of 
assessment, achievement tests, exit examinations and evaluation of the course or program can 
be accessed through the use of ICT. This includes communication and consultation between 
instructors and students or among other colleagues.  
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2.6 Research studies  
In the area of English language learning and teaching, a number of research and studies were 
conducted covering topics in relation to EFL and ESL by both native speakers and non-native 
speakers of English. Of all the foreign languages learnt, English is usually favoured by and 
has a special place in many countries in Asia, including Thailand (Wongsothorn, 2004; 
McKay, 1992). The following section discusses research studies conducted in relation to 
learning and teaching English in different contexts such as those in a defence or aviation 
context and in an academic context. In addition, a study on translating/interpreting a foreign 
language, from English to Lao, which is a language closed to the Thai language as 
neighbouring countries, was examined.   
 
2.6.1 Research studies on learning English in a defence or aviation context 
Although varieties of topics have been studied, examined or experimented with in the field of 
Engineering, Mathematics, Business and Science, not many have been conducted in the area 
of EFL in Thailand, especially in a particular or specific group of students such as air force 
cadets. This research investigates the influences on the teaching and learning of English in the 
Royal Thai Air Force Academy.  
 
Few studies were related to English language for Thai military personnel. One was 
investigated by Easton (1992) on An analysis of the effect of the Australian military training 
environment on the preferred learning styles of overseas defence force students. The study 
examined the learning behaviour consisting of the learning styles and strategies of overseas 
defence force students attending training in Australia. The 117 students participating in this 
study were from Malaysia, Thailand and the Philippines. They were attending technical or 
management related training courses for periods of up to six months. The objectives of the 
study were i) to examine whether the learning conditions in the Australian military training 
environment that these students experienced had an influence on a modification of their 
learning styles, and ii) to examine whether learning styles could be considered a national 
characteristic or just learning behaviour or characteristics of each individual. Data collection 
of this research covered three stages of the training. That is, when these students arrived in 
Australia, completed the training and returned to their countries. A profile of each individual 
learning preference and target course learning behaviour was developed and analysed. The 
results show little change in these participants’ learning styles and strategies even with an 
experience in learning conditions in Australian military training environment. With regards to 
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learning styles, the results show that there was strong evidence to support the issue of 
individual learning behaviour. Easton (1992) illustrates the findings: 
1. They tend to adopt the learning style and employ the underlying strategies that they 
had used prior to commencing their training in Australia. Moreover, the study found 
that many Thai and Malaysian students in particular, continued to use their previously 
preferred learning strategies during their target course training, in spite of the fact 
that these frequently produced ineffective and/or inefficient learning outcomes. 
2. There were inter-individual differences in preferences for learning, within and across 
the three national groups. Furthermore, the differences among the students’ levels of 
preference for employing the various strategies at different points in the training 
cycle, were sufficient to conclude that no two students had identical learning 
preferences or displayed identical learning behaviour. (pp. 407-408) 
 
Although evidence of national differences concerning the styles as well as strategies was 
found, there was not enough evidence to advocate the construct of a national learning style 
that could lead to the development of instructional strategies to better the learning 
consequences for a particular national group.     
 
As previously mentioned, the air force cadets either major in Engineering or Science. Many of 
the RTAFA graduates will become pilots and will be required to communicate with air traffic 
control tower in English, usually known as Air-speak. The others will be assigned to various 
Directorates as engineers in particular fields such as aeronautical, civil, electrical, mechanical, 
industrial and computer engineering. Sullivan and Girginer (2002) conducted a study on The 
use of discourse analysis to enhance ESP teacher knowledge: An example using aviation 
English. This research was conducted for an ESP program, offered to students who were 
being trained to become pilots and air traffic controllers (ATCs), in a Civil Aviation School in 
Turkey. As one of the two investigators was requested to teach English for this institution, she 
decided to also investigate the actual needs of the English language for this group of students. 
Data collection consisted of i) tape-recordings of actual communication between pilots and 
ATCs at the Ataturk International Airport Air Traffic Control Center in Istanbul, Turkey, 
which was the primary data, ii) observation in the Air Traffic Control Center, Ataturk 
International Airport, iii) questionnaires administered to 25 Turkish pilots and 25 ATCs and 
iv) interviews of 10 Turkish pilots and 10 ATCs.  
 
This study aimed at using discourse analysis as a means to increase the knowledge of the ESP 
instructor and to apply this knowledge to the development of the new course materials. 
According to the International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO) rules, pilots and ATCs 
should apply Air-speak in communication only. However, the results showed that although 
Air-speak is specified and monitored globally by ICAO and by the Federal Aviation 
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Administration (FAA) in the United States, local variations are found in pronunciation of 
numbers, greetings and closings and the extended use of Turkish. Recommendations have 
been made in relation to a need to develop vocabulary and conversational English skills for 
these non-native speakers of English to handle professional setting appropriately.  
 
To illustrate these issues, a typical discourse, beginning with a greeting, followed by an 
identification and a request, as well as other examples were provided to clarify and indicate 
the local variations respectively (Sullivan & Girginer, 2002).  
Pilot: Good afternoon. Turkish triple three. Flight level two six zero. uh 
request descent. 
ATC: Good afternoon Turkish triple three uh roger two six zero. Now 
cleared to descend level one niner zero. Proceed to Deniz intersection. Hold 
over Deniz. 
Pilot: Descending one niner zero. Holding Deniz. Uh Turkish uh triple 
three. (p. 400)  
 
For the pronunciation of numbers in Air-speak, it is specified by ICAO that numbers, usually 
used for identification and directives, should be read individually. However, the identification 
in the conversation was read as “triple three” instead of “three three three”. Other examples 
were numbers, such as 
… #2211 read as “double two double one” rather than “two two one one” 
and #1931 read as “bir dokuz otuzbir” rather than “one niner three one.” 
Some of the differences in pronunciation of numbers may relate to ease of 
communication … Pronunciation of numbers may also relate to the way 
numbers are grouped together in the speaker’s native language. (p. 401) 
 
Although greetings and closings or leave-takings are not specified by ICAO, they are 
generally used as a kind of a “grace code”. Sullivan and Girginer (2002) state that “pilots and 
ATCS often use their native language or the language of the country they are flying in” (p. 
401). From the data, the greetings in English “good afternoon” and in Turkish “iyi günler” 
were commonly used. For the extended use of Turkish, it appeared that sometimes Turkish 
was used extensively in transactions between pilots and ATCs. One example of the data, 
gathered by Sullivan and Girginer (2002), indicated that nearly the whole conversation was 
communicated in Turkish. Concerning vocabulary and conversational skills, the researchers 
found out that colloquial words and phrases as well as non-routine transactions were essential 
as these may interfere with communication between pilots and ATCs, especially when one or 
both of them are non-native English speakers. Some of the words or phrases mentioned in the 
study were, for example, the use of “chop” instead of “turbulence” which is the term used in 
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Air-speak, “line up and wait” rather than “taxi into position and hold” and “with you” instead 
of “on your frequency” (p. 402).      
  
2.6.2 Research studies on learning English in an academic context  
With regards to issues concerning language and culture or factors affecting EFL, a study on 
International Thai students in Australia: Some issues in language and culture was 
investigated by Boonyanate (1996). The study focused on examining significant language and 
cultural characteristics of Thai students who were in tertiary institutions in Melbourne in order 
to come up with recommendations to improve the students’ academic progress and the 
programs of the institutions. In this study, ten Thai postgraduate students were interviewed 
about their academic experiences to identify the differences between Australian and Thai 
academic cultures. The perspective of communicative competency was applied to determine 
the relationship between the language and learning styles of these Thai students and their 
academic difficulties. The perspective was also extended to cultural competency. For the 
analysis, Hofstede’s (1991) crossnational comparisons of values, Ow’s characterisation of 
Southeast Asian core behaviours and the historical influences of Thai Buddhism and social 
structure on the development of characteristic approaches to learning among Thai students 
were applied. The results of analyses of language and cultural characteristics were presented 
as follows. 
  
Concerning language or linguistic issues, while some similarities could become enhancing 
factors, some difficulties were from differences between the English and Thai languages. This 
included grammatical structures, stress, rhythm, intonation, transliteration and pronunciation 
of some consonants and vowels. As pointed out by Boonyanate (1996) that language and 
culture were interrelated. Four language skills, namely reading, writing, speaking and 
listening were also influenced by Thai language and culture. 
1. Reading. Thai students should be taught to read discursively, or for comprehension 
since they tend to read the texts literally or word for word. In addition, techniques such 
as skimming and scanning should be introduced. 
2. Writing. Thai students are not familiar with academic writing, especially at a tertiary 
level. The forms of written language applied in Australia such as essays, terms papers, 
thesis proposals and theses may be new or different from what they have experienced. 
Thai students usually focus on description rather than analysis, disputation or 
argumentation. 
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3. Speaking and listening. In Thailand, turn taking is uncommon if the speaker is older or 
superior in status to the listener. Furthermore, it is considered challenging to look 
straight into the eyes of the speaker. Students are not to question or argue knowledge 
taught by their teachers. The teachers are treated with respect as they possess 
knowledge, experience and authority. It is unlikely that Thai students participate in 
classroom discussions because they feel uncomfortable showing disagreement. They 
try to avoid conflict, competition or loss of face.  
 
Both lecturers of specific courses or subjects and ESL teachers were encouraged to take into 
consideration these features in order that the students’ academic progress could be improved 
through language and cultural education across the academic curriculum. For educational 
institutions in Australia, it was suggested that specific programs or services be arranged or 
provided for international students, including Thai students. This included i) pre-departure 
information such as Australian immigration and settlement requirements, ii) on-arrival and 
continuing support such as orientation to study as well as health, legal, financial or other 
assistance and iii) educational services such as course advice, language, academic study, 
academic supervision, library and other facilities. 
 
Ratchadavisitakul (2001) conducted research on A study of psychological factors and social 
background influencing English learning achievement of first-year engineering students at 
private universities in Bangkok metropolis. The objectives of this research included: 
1. To study psychological factors, namely attitude, motivation and English learning 
strategies, as well as social background influencing achievement in English study of 
these students.  
2. To investigate the relationship of psychological factors and social background 
influencing English learning achievement. 
3. To examine the comparison between the psychological factors and social background 
of first-year engineering high and low language learning achievers. 
 
The sample population consisted of 410 first-year engineering students from private 
universities in Bangkok. Based on their achievement in English study, these students were 
divided into two groups – high and low language learning achievers. Those who received 
higher than the C grade in English were considered the high achievers whereas the students 
with the C grade or lower were considered the low achievers in language learning. In each 
group, 88 students were selected through simple random sampling.  A Questionnaire was used 
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as a research technique to collect data and analysed by calculating percentage, arithmetic 
mean, Pearson’s Correlation Coefficient and applying t-tests. The results conclude: 
1. First-year engineering students’ attitude and integrative motivation toward English 
language learning are at the moderate level while their instrumental motivation is at 
the high level.  
2. The students’ strategy use in understanding the language and monitoring of learning 
and language use are at the moderate level.  
3. The students’ social background promoting English language learning concerning 
English language use outside the class and parental support in learning English is at 
the moderate level. 
4. A significant relationship is found, as evidenced by Pearson’s Correlation 
Coefficient, between psychological factors, social background and English learning 
achievement. 
5. Attitude is found to be the most influential factor to language learning achievement. 
6. The findings from t-tests indicate that there are significant differences between 
language learning high achievers’ and language learning low achievers’ attitude, 
motivation, English learning strategies and social background promote language 
learning. The study also found that female students have more instrumental 
motivation and better social background promoting language learning than male 
students. (pp iii-iv)  
 
Although the investigator of this study did not calculate the effect sizes to determine the 
differences between different factors compared, it was worth examining the effect sizes of 
some factors, namely the students’ attitude (mean = 3.33, standard deviation = 0.69), 
integrative motivation (mean = 3.03, standard deviation = 0.57) and instrumental motivation 
(mean =3.60, standard deviation = 0.58), using the means and standard deviations provided in 
this study. It appeared that the students’ attitude and integrative motivation differed to some 
extent (ES = 0.47) while there was a small difference between the students’ attitude and 
instrumental motivation (ES = -0.42). However, the students’ integrative motivation differed 
greatly from the students’ instrumental motivation (ES = -0.99).   
 
There were also related studies done in Asian countries. The first one was undertaken by Kim 
(2003) on Examining the affective domain in college students’ learning English as a foreign 
language in Korea: Relationships among academic motivation, intercultural sensitivity, and 
English achievement. The research investigated language learning motivation and 
intercultural sensitivity that had an influence on English achievement of college students who 
were studying English as a foreign language in Korea. The study aimed to develop a model 
that provides the feasible casual relationship among motivation, intercultural sensitivity and 
English achievement. The participants included 437 students enrolled in an English course. 
The modified versions of the Academic Motivation Scale and Intercultural Sensitivity Scale 
and a Background Information Questionnaire were administered as the data collection 
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techniques. Descriptive statistics, factor analysis, reliability coefficients, correlation 
coefficients, structural equation modeling analysis, MANOVA and ANOVA were applied to 
address the research questions. The study showed that Korean students are highly extrinsically 
motivated to learn English, resulted from EFL context of higher education and the job force 
environment in Korean society. A moderate level of intercultural sensitivity toward cross-
cultural interaction reflects typical characteristics of EFL contexts. This indicates a lack of 
cross-cultural experiences of the target language community to have a cross-cultural 
sensitivity. The results from this study are presented as follows: 
1. Motivation and culture are significant factors in learning a second or foreign language. 
2. There are casual relationships among intercultural sensitivity, motivation and English 
achievement. 
3. Students’ level of intercultural interactions is the single best predictor of their English 
achievement, followed by intrinsic motivation. 
4. The findings in the MANOVA and ANOVA recommend that females and humanities 
majors are more motivated to learn English and more interculturally sensitive. They 
outperform males and science or engineering students in English achievement. 
 
Another study was researched by Bang (1999) on Factors affecting Korean students’ risk-
taking behavior in an EFL classroom. Based on the fact that English education in Korea has 
changed its focus from grammar and reading-oriented knowledge to productive language 
skills, the researcher was interested in examining the relationship between learners and 
classroom behaviour and successful EFL study. A particular interest was on the importance of 
risk-taking behaviour for oral proficiency in a spoken English class. This research 
investigated the Korean college students’ perceptions toward risk-taking behaviour for oral 
proficiency and the factors which help and/or hinder the students, active risk-taking behaviour 
in an EFL classroom. The participants consisted of 15 selected freshmen students from 
different majors in a Korean university. Qualitative research techniques, namely diary entries, 
classroom observation and personal data questionnaire were used to collect data. The study 
showed that these students realize the significance of risk-taking behaviour for oral 
proficiency in an English class. They responded that the affective factors and socio-cultural 
factors contributed to regulating their risk-taking behaviour. From the research findings, 
recommendations concerning more productive teaching strategies and program planning for 
EFL instructors and administrators were provided. 
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In the area of language teaching methods or approaches, a qualitative study on Current 
teaching approaches in Taiwanese English classroom and recommendations for the future 
was conducted by Huang (2001). The research examined the English language teaching 
approaches used in Taiwan to determine whether there has been any change over the time. As 
a result, the study was divided into two parts: i) Investigation of teaching approaches in the 
recent past by interviewing ten Taiwanese students at Claremont Graduate University 
concerning their English education, and ii) Investigation of current English language teaching 
approaches through teachers’ interviews and classroom observations. Based on these students’ 
experiences, the results of the first part show that Grammar Translation Method (GTM) is the 
predominant one. They recommend that a balance in both communicative functions and 
grammar in context be taken into consideration. Furthermore, teachers’ qualifications and 
professional capabilities should be improved to better motivate the students and develop their 
communicative skills. For the second part, the study finds that the teachers are not aware of 
multiple language teaching methodologies. Despite the new curriculum standards 
emphasizing Communicative Teaching Approach issued by the Ministry of Education, the 
teachers have not used this approach and GTM is still in general practice. However, possible 
factors that support the use of GTM consisted of the lack of training in other methods, time 
constraint and the pressure of entrance examinations. The research findings conclude with 
these recommendations: 
1. It is necessary to provide language teachers with knowledge of multiple 
methodologies and culture. 
2. Monitoring qualifications, adding certification requirements and instituting 
new in-service programs would ensure better educated language teachers.  
3. A large number of books should be provided to enhance language input. 
4. Listening and speaking should be incorporated in the tests. 
5. English for specific purposes (ESP) is required since these college students 
can learn English in the context of their particular fields of study. 
 
The first two sections discuss the studies on learning English in different contexts. The 
following one, on the other hand, presents a study on a foreign language, Lao, in relation to 
the English educational concepts and terminologies applied in a particular workshop under 
investigation.  
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2.6.3 Research studies on learning a foreign language 
In learning and teaching a foreign or second language, different approaches or methods have 
been used as previously mentioned in section 3.2. Therefore, utilizing the learner’s native 
language, or even translation, has still been practiced to a certain extent, depending upon the 
teaching approaches or methods advocated and applied by academic institutions and language 
teachers. Translation is also one of the areas in language study that attracts many language 
learners and teachers as well as translators and interpreters.  
 
The following study was investigated by Chantachak Pomma (2003) on Difficulties in 
interpreting educational concepts from English to Lao language in ASLO (Assessment of 
Students’ Learning Outcomes) workshops. The researcher is a specialist ESL teacher in 
Victoria, Australia and had experiences working, including translating and interpreting, as an 
Ethnic Teacher Aide for Child Migrant Education Services. As a result, he was proposed to be 
a translator/interpreter of the ASLO project in the Lao People’s Democratic Republic (Lao 
PDR). The project was funded by the World Bank whereas the Department of Education in 
Victoria and the Australian Council for Educational Research (ACER) provided experts in 
Mathematics-Science, Languages and the Study of Society and Environment. The objective of 
the project was to determine whether the schools achieved the outcomes as designed in the 
national curriculum guidelines effectively. In order to do this, proper assessment tools were 
required. Therefore, these experts had to train Lao official who were responsible for writing 
examinations items to produce examinations that were “… relevant, equitable, reliable, 
consistent and fair” (p. 30). In addition, they had to train Lao officials to write monitoring 
tests for Lao PDR as a whole. 
 
In these workshops, the researcher was responsible for facilitating effective communication 
between the English speaking experts or trainers and the Lao-speaking officials or trainees 
whose English proficiency was either limited or not enough to understand the content of the 
workshops completely without the assistance of the investigator as interpreter. His 
responsibility included interpreting both lectures delivered by the experts and interactions of 
the trainees. Concurrently, the researcher encountered some of the educational concepts or 
terminologies used in the workshops that were difficult to translate. Some words had several 
options with regards to their meanings in Lao language whereas others did not have 
equivalents or definitions in this language. As a result, the investigator had to create new 
words to account for these terminologies. This was difficult since he was not certain whether 
these words should be from pure Lao words, which are usually short and simple; borrowed 
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words from Pali or Sanskrit, which are the languages used in Buddhism; or a combination of 
both.  
 
The purpose of this study was to investigate the respondents’ acceptability of these newly 
created words in Lao language for some principal English terminologies used in the 
workshops. Data collection was conducted using a set of questionnaires, containing 33 cloze 
statements for 33 words required. The questionnaire was also translated into Lao language for 
the two Lao speaking groups. The respondents consisted of the three following groups.  
• Group A – 8 English speaking education experts (5 participants and 3 non-
participants) 
• Group B – 8 Lao language experts (5 participants and 3 non-participants)  
• Group C – 24 (out of 30) Lao workshop participants. 
For Group A, the questionnaires in English were given twice. In the first one, the respondents 
were asked to find the words to complete the questionnaire by themselves. For the second 
questionnaire, a list of answers was provided. For Groups B and C, the questionnaires were 
translated into Lao language and given three times. The first time, the respondents were to fill 
in the blanks by themselves. The second time, a list of answers in Lao language was provided 
whereas a list of answers in both Lao language and English was provided the third time the 
questionnaire was administered.     
 
As the interest of the investigator was on some specialized words or terminologies created, 3 
categories of words were studied. Category 1 consisted of words that were easy to translate. 
These words have been translated and used in Laos for a long time. However, they were 
divided into two sub-groups. For the first sub-group, the meanings of the words were specific 
and clear. They included the following four words analysis, curriculum, knowledge and 
standard. For the second sub-group, the meanings of the words were interchangeable with 
their pairs. These 14 words consisted of data and information, assessment and evaluation, test 
and examination, project and program, progress and improvement, meetings and workshops 
as well as questions and items. It was expected that the participants would not have much 
difficulty with the words in this category. Category 2 consisted of words describing familiar 
practices. The participants knew the words and had experience applying them. However, these 
words were not easy to translate. These six words included skill, keyed answer, distracters, 
criteria, homework and concepts. It was expected that both the Lao speaking expert and the 
Lao workshop trainee groups would have difficulty with category 2 words. However, it was 
also expected that those who had some English would perform better when the English word 
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list was provided. Category 3 consisted of nine words describing unfamiliar concepts with 
unfamiliar definitions. They included achievement test, aptitude test, diagnostic test, external 
assessment, internal assessment, monitoring test, paneling, discriminate and valid.  
 
In this research study, Quest, a very efficient computer program (Chantachak, 2003), was 
used to analyse the data. This program was developed to analyse tests, rating scales and 
questionnaires in order that their qualities could be determined. In addition, group means and 
standard deviations were calculated to determine the effect sizes, indicating the differences 
between groups in comparisons. Two main analyses were conducted. The first analysis dealt 
with the group performance comparisons and the second analysis focused on the comparisons 
of the two Lao groups. The results indicate that for the first analysis, Group A (English 
speaking education experts) performed better than Group B (Lao language experts) and Group 
C (Lao workshop participants) as expected. Mean scores of Groups A, B and C were 0.73 
(0.79), 0.57 (0.34) and 0.53 (0.24) respectively. Raw scores were presented first, followed by 
Rasch scores presented in parentheses (  ). In relation to the effect sizes, the difference 
between Group A and Group B was large, 1.60 (1.67) whereas the difference between Group 
A and Group C was larger, 2.22 (2.20). For comparisons of word categories, the results show 
that those in Category 3 were the most difficult, as expected, followed by the words in 
Category 1 sub-group 2, of which the order of difficulty was not anticipated. The next one 
included the words in Category 2 and those in Category 1 sub-group 1 were the easiest as 
expected. Concerning the second analysis (two Lao groups), the results of comparison of 
overall performance on Questionnaire 2 (a list of answers in Lao provided) and Questionnaire 
3 (a list of answers in both Lao and English provided) were as follows. The difference 
between the two groups was very small. For comparisons of word categories, the order of 
difficulty was similar to the first analysis. Although the two groups performed better than in 
the first analysis, their performances differed to a small difference. Therefore, it appeared that 
the English word list did not help much. The researcher also concluded: 
... words that have established meanings are easier than words that do not 
have established meanings … newly created words which are shorter and 
more precise in meanings are easier than words that are long and 
cumbersome in sound and meaning. (p. 118)      
 
2.7 Summary of Chapter 2 
This research proposes to investigate the influences on the teaching and learning of English in 
the Royal Thai Air Force Academy (RTAFA) in Bangkok, Thailand. The research seeks to 
examine and identify the factors that facilitate and affect the limitation of the English 
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proficiency of the RTAFA graduates by looking at the historical background and political 
context of Thailand focusing on the English language and its importance in Thailand and in 
the RTAFA. In addition, issues related to the teaching and learning of EFL in the RTAFA, 
namely approaches and methods in English language teaching, Teaching English as a Foreign 
Language (TEFL), the use of technological supported practices and research studies are 
discussed in the chapter.  
 
Although English is not the only foreign language offered to Thai students, it is viewed as 
important because of two major reasons. The first one is for the purpose of continuing their 
secondary and tertiary education in famous institutions whereas the second reason is for the 
benefit of their future career. According to the RTAFA five-year curriculum (old) and four-
year curriculum (new 2002), the cadets are required to study English every semester all 
through their five or four years of studying.  
 
In relation to approaches and methods in English language teaching, discussion of several 
methods and approaches, namely the Grammar – Translation Method, Direct Method, Oral 
Approach, Audiolingual Method, Communicative Language Teaching, Total Physical 
Response, Community Language Learning and the Natural Approach have been presented in 
this Literature Review. As mentioned in section 2.4.1, teaching approaches or methods 
frequently applied by the RTAFA English instructors are teacher-centered ones namely, the 
Grammar Translation, the Reading-based Approach, the Army Method and the Audiolingual 
Method. There are, however, a few instructors who prefer to use the Communicative 
Approach or methods focusing on speaking skills. This may probably be because they are not 
native English speakers. Therefore, they may not feel confident enough to use some 
approaches or methods, applying speaking skills. Concerning the teaching of English, 
clarification has been given between the acronyms used in this particular field. That is, the 
Teaching of English as a Foreign Language (TEFL) is generally used when English is taught 
as a foreign language and the Teaching of English as Second Language (TESL) is applied 
when English is taught to speakers of other languages. In addition, the Teaching of English to 
Speakers of Other Languages (TESOL) is used in the USA and the English Language 
Teaching (ELT) is applied in England 
  
 In the world of globalization, there is a need to improve the quality of the national 
educational systems to become internationalized for the purpose of competitiveness. Cultural 
and technological issues have important roles on English language learning and teaching. It is 
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believed that learners should be taught not only the target language but also its culture. It is 
the job of language teachers to be aware of the cultural content in materials to be presented so 
that they can point out issues of interest or sensitivity. This can make language learning 
become more interesting and meaningful. For the technological supported practices, the use of 
Information and Communications Technology (ICT) has been introduced into the educational 
system to better the quality and quantity of education by way of computer-assisted instruction 
and the use of the Internet. It is believed that the use of computers in English Language 
Teaching (ELT) in both EFL and ESL classes will be beneficial to both the students and 
instructors if teachers learn how to use the technology and integrate this into their curriculum 
appropriately. Although a number of research and studies were conducted on topics in relation 
to EFL and ESL by both native speakers and non-native speakers of English, few have been 
conducted in the area of EFL in Thailand, especially in a particular or specific group of 
students such as the RTAFA cadets. 
 
Therefore, the purpose for the current study was to address this lack of research in the area of 
RTAFA and the teaching and learning of English. The research questions are as follows: 
1. What are the influences on the teaching and learning of English in the Royal Thai Air 
Force Academy? 
2. What are the factors that affect the limitation of the English proficiency of the RTAFA 
graduates? 
The research methodology chosen was a Mixed Methods Approach. The study was 
constructed to incorporate quantitative and qualitative methods of data collection. The 
research design is fully described and the rationales behind the methodological choices 
incorporated into this PhD study are explained in the next chapter. 
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Chapter 3 
Research Methodology 
 
3.0 Introduction  
The following chapter explains the research process, namely the epistemology, the theoretical 
framework, the methodology, the process of inquiry and the methods planned to collect and 
analyse the data. According to Crotty (1998), the four basic components underlying any 
research process are as follows: 
• Methods: the techniques or procedures used to gather and analyse data 
related to some research question or hypothesis. 
• Methodology: the strategy, plan of action, process or design lying behind the 
choice and use of particular methods and linking the choice and use of 
methods to the desired outcomes. 
• Theoretical perspective: the philosophical stance informing the methodology 
and thus providing a context for the process and grounding its logic and 
criteria. 
• Epistemology: the theory of knowledge embedded in the theoretical 
perspective and thereby in the methodology. (p. 3) 
 
Figure 3.1 shows the representation of how these four elements are related to each other 
(Crotty, 1998, p. 4). 
 
Epistemology 
    
Theoretical perspective 
    
Methodology 
    
Methods 
 
Figure 3.1 Four basic elements of the research process (Crotty, 1998) 
 
The current study was developed using this research framework (Figure 3.1). The initial 
decisions made were based on the reasons for the research study. The purpose of this research 
was to investigate the influences on the teaching and learning of English in the Royal Thai Air 
Force Academy (RTAFA) and identify the factors that affect the limitation of the English 
proficiency of the RTAFA graduates. Such an investigation demands a Mixed Methods design 
involving both quantitative and qualitative methodologies. Because the investigation is 
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situated in and restricted to the RTAFA, the Case Study approach also became a guiding 
strategy in the design of the research study. The research design of this study is presented in 
Figure 3.2. 
 
Constructivist Paradigm 
Research Topic: To investigate the influences on the teaching 
and learning of English in the RTAFA, identify the factors that 
affect the limitation of the English proficiency of the RTAFA 
graduates and construct an interpretation of these issues. 
 
Constructivist-Interpretive Inquiry 
Semi Ethnographic 
Case Study approach 
 
Data Gathering Techniques: Mixed Methods Design 
            Quantitative Methods                                             Qualitative Methods 
• Pilot questionnaire 
• Questionnaires: cadets and English 
instructors   
• Analysis of questionnaires 
• Use of Excel and Quest programs 
 • Interviews: cadets, English 
instructors and senior administrators 
• Analysis of interviews 
• Thematic approach 
• Interpretive analysis  
 
Figure 3.2 Framework of the main research design features 
 
3.1 Mixed methods design: quantitative and qualitative inquiry  
A Mixed Methods approach refers to the belief that combining quantitative and qualitative 
data in one study may complement the analytical process and provide a powerful 
comprehensive investigation (Creswell, 2005; Patton, 2002). There are, Creswell (2005) 
categorises, three types of mixed methods designs: a triangulation mixed methods design, an 
explanatory mixed methods design and an exploratory mixed methods design. Figure 3.3 
shows these types of mixed methods designs, which are applied commonly in educational 
research as presented by Creswell (2005).  
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1. Triangulation Mixed Methods Designs 
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Figure 3.3 Types of Mixed Methods Designs (Creswell, 2005, p. 514) 
 
For the triangulation design, an equal priority is given to both quantitative and qualitative 
data. Therefore, both types of data are collected simultaneously and results from the 
quantitative and qualitative analyses are compared to seek similarities or dissimilarities. The 
advantage of this design is for the researcher to be able to use the best strengths of both 
quantitative and qualitative approaches. With regards to the explanatory design, a priority is 
given to quantitative data, which is conducted first to obtain important aspects of data 
collection, whereas qualitative data is conducted sequentially, and presented in the second 
phase. In other words, the qualitative data are used to refine or elaborate major issues found in 
the quantitative collection. The results of the quantitative and qualitative analyses are usually 
presented separately. The exploratory design, on the other hand, starts with the qualitative 
data in order to explore a phenomenon, this is then followed by the quantitative data 
collection in the second phase to account for the findings gained from the qualitative study 
(Creswell, 2005).  
 
According to Creswell (2005), fundamental features of these three types of mixed methods 
designs that make them different from other research designs involve: 
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1. Rationale for the design. Researchers need to understand the justifications underlining 
the use of a particular type of mixed methods design they apply, whether it is a 
triangulation, explanatory or exploratory mixed methods designs.   
2. Quantitative and qualitative data collection. Clarification has to be made that both 
quantitative and qualitative data are to be applied in the study. Different methods are 
usually required in order to obtain quantitative and qualitative data. These are, for 
example, questionnaires, interviews and document data.   
3. Priority. The researchers need to consider and state the “weight or priority” to either 
the quantitative or qualitative data collection or both. That is, whether they give an 
equal weight to both quantitative and qualitative data, or whether greater weight is 
placed on the quantitative data, or greater weight is given to the qualitative data 
instead. 
4. Sequence. Data collection can be done concurrently or sequentially, depending upon 
the type of mixed methods design being applied. For a triangulation method, 
quantitative and qualitative data are collected at the same time. Quantitative data are 
gathered first, followed by qualitative data in an explanatory method. Alternatively, 
qualitative data are collected first, followed by quantitative data sequentially in an 
exploratory method.  
5. Data analysis matched to a design. Data analysis in relation to a mixed methods 
approach also depends on the types of mixed methods design used. Options for data 
analysis and interpretation procedures are, for example, quantifying qualitative data, 
qualifying quantitative data, comparing results and consolidating data for a 
triangulation method; following up on outliers or extreme cases, explaining results, 
using a typology and examining multilevels for an explanatory method; locating an 
instrument, developing an instrument, forming categorical data and using extreme 
qualitative cases for an exploratory method. 
 
Relevant research studies using a Mixed Methods approach are, for example, a research study 
entitled An analysis of the effect of the Australian military training environment on the 
preferred learning styles of overseas defence force students conducted by Easton (1992). A 
study researched by Sullivan and Girginer (2002) on The use of discourse analysis to enhance 
ESP teacher knowledge: An example using aviation English. For the former study, an 
explanatory design was applied since questionnaires were administered to 117 military 
students from Malaysia, Thailand and the Philippines first, followed by interviews to gather 
further information about the students’ preferences for learning and to confirm the data 
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collected from the questionnaires. With respect to the latter study, an exploratory design was 
used. That is, qualitative data were gathered first through a collection of unrehearsed and 
unplanned discourse between pilots and air traffic controllers, which were considered a major 
part of the data. This was supplemented by observations in the Air Traffic Control Center at 
Ataturk International Airport and questionnaires and interviews administered to Turkish pilots 
and air traffic controllers. Details of these research studies were presented in Chapter 2, 
Section 2.6, pp. 64-67.  
 
In addition to these studies, another in progress research project is being conducted by 
Fehring, H., Bessant, J., Montague, A. and Malley, J. (2006) on A ten-year comparative 
analysis of work, benefit and skill trajectories of parallel cohorts of trade and bachelor 
graduates’ working lives. This study is using an Explanatory Mixed Methods approach to 
initially identify and survey 100 Bachelor and 100 Trade graduates. Following the 
questionnaire analysis, ten in depth case studies using the Life Course methodology are 
included as part of the research design. The case studies will provide rich individual data and 
provide part of the triangulation research process.    
 
Concerning data analysis, a number of studies have been conducted using a computer 
software program called Quest, which was developed by Adams and Khoo (1993) of the 
Australian Council for Educational Research (ACER). Based on the Rasch measurement 
theory, this program was developed to analyse tests and questionnaires efficiently. Discussion 
of this program is presented later in this chapter. One of the studies applying the Quest 
program was a language study on Difficulties in interpreting educational concepts from 
English to Lao language in ASLO (Assessment of Students’ Learning Outcomes) workshops 
by Chantachak (2003). Details of this study were presented earlier in Chapter 2, Section 2.6, 
p. 72. In addition, Pang (2002) conducted a study on The Malaysian smart school curriculum: 
An evaluation case study of an implementation, employing a Mixed Methods approach and 
using the Quest software program for analysis purposes.     
 
A Mixed Methods approach, encompassing an explanatory design, was chosen for this PhD 
study because, first, no research has ever been undertaken on the RTAFA in relation to the 
teaching and learning of English within the organization. Therefore, to obtain a broad picture 
of the opinions of all the students (N = 517) and personnel (N = 13) involved in this 
investigation, an initial survey was required to canvass the different perspectives. To further 
enhance the analysis, in-depth interviews with smaller samples for each Year level of the 
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RTAFA cadet training and the staff involved in delivering the English program were needed. 
This study applied quantitative methods of data gathering. This involved 
i) a pilot questionnaire, (N = 35)  
ii) questionnaires for every Year level of cadets in training (N = 517) and  
iii) questionnaires for the English instructors (N = 9).  
Similar to Chantachak’s (2003) and Pang’s (2002) studies, the Quest statistical package 
(Adams & Khoo, 1993) was used to analyse these data.  
 
In addition, qualitative data gathering methods were used. Semi-structured interviews with the 
RTAFA cadets in all five years of training, the English instructors and the senior managers of 
the RTAFA were conducted to complement and triangulate the data gathered from the 
questionnaires. 
 
With regards to an explanatory design under the Mixed Methods approach applied in this 
research, as employed in the studies conducted by Fehring et al. (2006), Sullivan and Girginer 
(2002) and Easton (1992), the following section presents the quantitative and qualitative data 
gathering methods respectively. The quantitative methods included the pilot questionnaire, 
questionnaires for cadets and instructors as well as applications of descriptive statistics and 
effect sizes. For qualitative methods, different types of interviewing, namely the structured 
interview, the semi-structured interview and the unstructured interview are discussed. 
  
3.2 Quantitative methods 
3.2.1 Pilot questionnaire 
An initial questionnaire was developed for the RTAFA cadets. This questionnaire was 
designed to gather data on the following main areas related to the teaching and learning of 
English within the RTAFA. Table 3.1 shows the main areas the questionnaire covered and 
some sample questions (See Appendix 18 for a complete pilot questionnaire). 
 
Table 3.1 Sample questions of the main areas in the questionnaire 
 
Section 1 Personal information of the respondent 
1. Which year class are you in at this moment? 
(   ) 1st year     (   ) 2nd year     (   ) 3rd year     (   ) 4th year     (   ) 5th year      
(   ) Others: Please specify (for example, just graduated) ……………… 
2. Do you have parents or relatives who speak English as a native a language? 
(   ) No                    (   ) Yes. Please give details if possible………………... 
                                       If ‘Yes’ , Do you speak English to him, her or them?      
                                                     (   ) No              (   ) Yes  
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Section 2 English educational background of the air cadet 
3. When did you start to learn English? 
(   ) Kindergarten          (   ) Year 1          (   ) Year 3          (   ) Year 5 
(   ) Year 7                    (   )   Others: Please specify ………………... 
4. What is your average grade of the English language at the Royal Thai Air Force Academy?  
(For the first year cadets, please give your average grade at the Armed Forces Academies 
Preparatory School.) 
               (   ) A       (   ) B+       (   ) B       (   ) C+       (   ) C       (   ) D+       (   ) D       (   ) F 
Section 3 The English curriculum of the Royal Thai Air Force Academy 
5. What do you think about the English curriculum of the Royal Thai Air Force Academy?  
       You can choose more than one answer. 
      (   ) Too much information to cover 
      (   ) Enough information 
      (   ) Too little information 
 
      (   ) Useful for everyday life 
      (   ) Not useful for everyday life 
 
      (   ) Useful for your career 
      (   ) Not useful for your career 
 
      (   ) Suitable for the air cadets 
      (   ) Not suitable for the air cadets 
 
      (   ) Cover all the skills: Listening, Speaking, Reading and Writing 
      (   ) Not cover all the skills 
 
      (   ) Up-to date 
      (   ) Not up-to-date 
 
      (   ) Others: Please specify ………………………………………... 
      (   ) No comment. Please give the reason(s) ………………………. 
6. How many periods do you study English per week? 
              (   ) 1 period     (   ) 2 periods     (   ) 3 periods     (   ) 4 periods     (   ) Others: Please specify ……… 
Section 4 Attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the academy 
7. Do you like to study English? 
(   ) No.                                                            (   ) Yes. 
Please choose the reason(s) from the list given below. You can choose more than one answer. 
If ‘No’                                                                          If ‘Yes’ 
(   ) Inadequacy of background knowledge                  (   ) Good background knowledge 
(   ) Received unsatisfactory grades                             (   ) Received satisfactory grades 
(   ) English is not useful to career or everyday life     (   ) English is useful to career or everyday life                 
(   ) Bad impression with instructors                            (   ) Good impression with instructors 
(   ) Difficult to understand                                           (   ) Easy to understand 
(   ) Boring subject                                                        (   ) Interesting subject 
               (   ) Others: Please specify ……………                      (   ) Others: Please specify ………….        
Section 5 Motivation for studying English in the academy 
Questions 8 - ….. Please rate the following items that best suit your opinion. 
             Statement                                                Strongly    Agree    Neutral    Disagree    Strongly      
                                                                                 agree                                                         disagree     
8. English is important for your career. 
Section 6 Evaluation of the pilot questionnaire 
1. Were the instructions clear and easy to follow? 
(   ) Yes                      
(   ) No. Please give the reason(s) ………………………… 
2. Were any of the questions unclear or ambiguous? 
(   ) Yes. Please specify …………………………………… 
               (   ) No 
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According to Yin (1994), “A final preparation for data collection is the conduct of a pilot 
study … The pilot case study helps investigators to refine their data collection plans with 
respect to both the content of the data and the procedures to be followed” (p. 74). Blaxter, 
Hughes and Tight (1996) explain further that it is the process where researchers test the 
research techniques and methods they plan to use in their research in order to identify whether 
these research designs work well in practice, or not, so that any modification can be made. 
The purpose of the pilot testing is to eliminate the items or issues that respondents in the study 
have a tendency to experience difficulties in completing (Bell, 1999). As indicated by 
Oppenheim (1966), advantages of the pilot study are, for example, the appropriate wording of 
questions and the ordering of question sequences, the reduction of non-response rates and the 
design of a letter of introduction. In addition, Lietz and Keeves (1997) believe that it can 
provide a chance to learn the probable results that researchers will get from the main study. 
To pilot any test, it is best to administer it to a similar group to the one that will be the 
targeted group of the study (Bell, 1999; Lietz & Keeves, 1997; Oppenheim, 1966). In the pilot 
study, Bell (1999) and Wallace (1998) suggest asking questions such as the following: 
1. Were the instructions clear and easy to follow? 
2. Were any of the questions unclear or ambiguous? 
3. Were you able to answer all the questions? 
4. Did you object to answering any of the questions? 
5. Did you find any of the questions embarrassing, irrelevant, or irritating? 
6. In your point of view, are there any important or concerned issues omitted? 
7. Was the layout of the questionnaire clear? 
8. How long did it take you to complete the questionnaire? 
In addition, it is recommended that the respondents be asked to give further comments or 
suggestions that can help make the questionnaire more effective (Wallace, 1998). Many of 
these features were built into the Pilot questionnaire. That is, the questions previously 
mentioned were included in an evaluation section of this pilot questionnaire whereas some 
space was provided for requested additional comments or recommendations in order that 
modifications and improvements of the main questionnaire could be made. 
 
3.2.1.1 Process of the pilot study  
Although both the questionnaires and interviews were to be applied as research techniques in 
this study, it was decided to undertake only a pilot study of the questionnaire for the cadets of 
the RTAFA. This was because the purpose of the cadets’ interviews was not only to 
triangulate the data gathered, but also to explore and clarify any issues of interest that might 
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have arisen from the data collected from the questionnaires. In addition, it was intended that 
the results from the pilot questionnaire would provide relevant and interesting topics, 
subtopics or issues to be included in the interviews, which would be conducted after the main 
questionnaires were administered to all current cadets. With regards to the instructors teaching 
English in the RTAFA, the pilot study was not undertaken as they were the targeted group to 
be given the questionnaire and to be interviewed and the number of the instructors was 
limited, approximately six instructors. If the pilot questionnaire had been given to these 
instructors, they would have been requested to answer and complete the questionnaire twice. 
It was assumed that any clarifications required for the student questionnaire would be required 
also for the instructor questionnaire. 
 
3.2.1.2 Sample of the pilot questionnaire 
It was planned that approximately five newly graduated officers from the RTAFA, ranking 
between Pilot Officer and Flying Officer, would be requested to participate in the pilot study. 
The reason why this group of officers would be used was because they experienced a similar 
curriculum to the current air cadets. Therefore, it was expected that they could provide rich 
and beneficial information for the research study. In addition, because they were new 
graduates, they would not form part of the sample of cadets required for the main study.  
 
The results from the pilot questionnaire administered were used to revise and refine the main 
questionnaire in several aspects. This included the appropriate wording of the questions; the 
increase of options, words or phrases to clarify the meaning or complement the questions; 
reduction of options, words and some questions to reduce ambiguity; ordering of options in 
each question; the use of letters for sub-topics in some questions to facilitate the coding of the 
data and the adjustment of layout of particular questions in the questionnaire. Full analysis 
and results of the pilot questionnaire were presented in Chapter 4. (See also Appendix 18 – 
Pilot Questionnaire & Appendix 21 – Main Questionnaire).   
 
3.2.2 Questionnaire for cadets, instructors and senior administrators 
In this study, the questionnaire was to be given to all air cadets studying in the academy, 
ranging from the first year to the fifth year. Thus, 517 air cadets were asked to respond to the 
questionnaires designed. This is an appropriate way to obtain the data from the students since 
they have a tight schedule every day. It was also planned that each English instructor would 
be asked to give the questionnaires to the cadets at the beginning of the English class. 
However, the objectives of the study would be given to clarify any misunderstandings that 
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might have occurred. In addition, it was essential that the cadets be informed that no 
connection to any assessment would be involved. As a result, the cadets who would like to 
participate in this study would be asked to return the questionnaires to their instructors at the 
end of the class. It was expected that approximately 70 percent of the total number of the 
cadets would respond to the questionnaires because they are frequently asked for their 
cooperation in completing questionnaires and this is the standard response rate. Moreover, as 
this study may be beneficial to them and other cadets in the future, it is believed that the rate 
of response would be substantial enough to derive useful findings. 
 
In the questionnaires, several topics such as the cadets’ attitudes towards the studying of 
English in the academy, the importance of English in their career, the English curriculum, 
including materials, teaching and learning approaches as well as their background in English 
education were asked by using a combination of question types, namely quantity or 
information, list or multiple choice, scale, ranking and open-ended. As the open-ended 
questions permit greater freedom of expression to the respondents (Gardner, 1976), a few 
open-ended questions were placed at the end of the questionnaires in order to allow the 
respondents to present their opinions. However, in order to clarify any misunderstandings 
about the wording of questions that may have arisen; every question was also translated into 
Thai since the questionnaires given were not meant to test their English proficiency. For the 
English instructors, the translation of the questionnaire was considered unnecessary since they 
are academics of the RTAFA and should not have any troubles completing the questionnaire 
in an English version. Nine English instructors were asked to participate in this study. Full 
analysis and results of the questionnaires administered are presented in Chapter 5.  
 
 3.2.3 Descriptive statistics 
Descriptive statistics were used to summarise and present some of the data in order to 
facilitate readers’ understanding (Burns, 2000; Scott & Usher, 1999). In this research study, 
frequency tables expressed as number and percentage and bar charts were applied. These 
statistics were also used in presenting the distribution of the data. Among the three measures 
of central tendency, mean was used; for a measure of dispersal standard deviation was 
applied. 
  
3.2.4 Inferential statistics 
Bryant and Jones (1995) explain four purposes of using inferential statistics, cited by Scott 
and Usher (1999) as follows: 
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1. To draw conclusions from the data obtained from a given sample of research subjects 
about the population as a whole from which the sample has been drawn. 
2. To determine whether the statistical results produced by the research could or could 
not have been achieved by chance. If not, then the results can be said to be significant; 
if so, then the results can be said to be not significant. 
3. To determine the level of confidence in the significance of research results. 
4. To test hypotheses about relationship between variables. (p. 72) 
 
In this study the population of interest was all RTAFA cadets and English instructors who 
volunteered to participate, and did participate, in the study. It was not necessary to use 
inferential statistics to estimate the population value for questionnaire data because the 
population value could be calculated directly. However, some sampling was done for the 
interviews (see Section 3.5.2). 
 
3.2.5 Effect size 
Burns (2000) defines effect size as “the degree to which the phenomenon is present in the 
population” (p. 166). It is used to show how large the relationship between the independent 
and dependent variables is, which is not provided by t test (Burns, 2000; Coe, 2000). Coe 
(2000) clarifies the issue,  
‘Effect Size’ is simply a way of quantifying the effectiveness of a particular 
intervention, relative to some comparison … It allows us to move beyond the 
simplistic, ‘Does it work or not?’ to the far more sophisticated, ‘How well 
does it work in a range of contexts?’ Moreover, by placing the emphasis on 
the most important aspect of an intervention – the size of the effect – rather 
than its statistical significance (which conflates Effect Size and sample size), 
it promotes a more scientific approach to the accumulation of knowledge. 
For these reasons, Effect Size is an important tool in reporting and 
interpreting effectiveness. (p. 1)  
 
According to Coe (2000, p. 2), the effect size is calculated as follows: 
 
Effect Size = [Mean of experimental group] – [Mean of control group] 
                                                 (Pooled) Standard Deviation 
 
With respect to the effect size conventions, Cohen (1992), cited by Burns (2000), 
differentiates the small, medium and large effect size as follows: 
1. An effect size of 0.2 is considered ‘a small effect size’. In each case, “the population 
on individual overlaps by about 85 per cent” (Burns, 2000, p. 167). 
2. An effect size of 0.5 is considered a medium effect size and the overlaps is 
approximately 65 per cent. 
3. An effect size of 0.8 is considered large and the overlap is approximately 53 per cent. 
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However, Izard (2004) has devised another descriptor ‘Very small’ to complement Cohen’s 
descriptors for magnitudes of effect sizes and has also assigned ranges for these descriptors as 
shown in Table 3.2. 
 
Table 3.2 Descriptors for magnitudes of effect sizes (after Cohen, 1969, p. 23) and   
                 assigned ranges 
 
Effect Size 
Magnitude 
Cohen’s Descriptors and 
Cohen’s Example 
Assigned Ranges 
< 0.2 Very small* 0.00 to 0.14 
0.2 Small 
difference between the heights of 15 year old and 16 
year old girls in the US 
0.15 to 0.44 
0.5 Medium (‘large enough to be visible to the naked eye’) 
difference between the heights of 14 year old and 18 
year old girls 
0.45 to 0.74 
0.8 Large (‘grossly perceptible and therefore large’) 
difference between the heights of 13 year old and 18 
year old girls or the difference in IQ between holders of 
the Ph.D. degree and ‘typical college freshmen’ 
0.75 or more 
 
* Note that “very small” is a descriptor devised by Izard (2004) for magnitudes less than 
“small” (p. 8) 
 
A number of studies have used the Effect Size to do comparisons between groups as it is now 
required by American Education Research Association (AERA)/American Psychological 
Association (APA). Some of these studies were, for example, a study on The Malaysian smart 
school curriculum: An evaluation case study of an implementation conducted by Pang (2002), 
a language study on Difficulties in interpreting educational concepts from English to Lao 
language in ASLO (Assessment of Students’ Learning Outcomes) workshops by Chantachak 
(2003).  
 
To investigate the influences on the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA, the effect 
size was used to calculate and determine the differences between various perceptions of 
students of different Year levels, Year 1 to Year 5. These included the perceptions of the 
English curriculum of the RTAFA, the perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and 
learning English in the RTAFA, the perceptions of motivation for studying English in the 
RTAFA and the perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire. 
 
Section 3.2 has discussed the quantitative methods employed based on an explanatory design 
under the Mixed Methods approach. The following section addresses an overview of 
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qualitative data gathering methods, especially the semi-structured interview applied in this 
research. 
 
3.3 Qualitative methods 
In terms of techniques for collecting data, interviews were applied in the study. In this case, 
the observation technique, whether participant or non-participant, would not be used as it 
might have created discomfort and inconvenience as intrusion into the lives or work of other 
people (Adler & Adler, 1994; Angrosino & Mays de Perez, 2000). This is true in the Thai 
culture and military observance, especially with regard to seniority. As a result, only the 
interview technique was applied to this case study.  
 
3.3.1 Interviewing 
Kvale (1996) states that conversation is a fundamental interaction for human beings. We learn 
about people’s lives, experiences, feelings and perceptions through conversations. The 
research interview concerns everyday and “professional” conversation. It is a structural and 
purposeful conversation. Generally, there are three categories of interviewing: the structured 
interview (standardised or survey interview), the semi-structured interview (focused 
interview) and the unstructured interview (in-depth or open-ended interview) (Minichiello, 
Aroni, Timewell, & Alexander, 1995; Burns, 2000; Williamson, 2000; Bell, 1999). 
Williamson (2000) and Burns (2000) point out some of the several advantages of 
interviewing.  
• A higher response rate, compared with the mailed questionnaires. 
• The interviewers have a chance to explain or clarify the questions asked to be certain 
that the interviewees understand and interpret the questions as intended, which can 
lead to more complex and completed responses. 
• The researchers can observe the interviewees and their environment such as living 
conditions. This may help understand the opinions given or presented by the 
respondents. 
• ‘Face-to-face interaction’ helps establish a good rapport and influences the level of 
motivation. 
• The interviewers have control over the interviewing schedule to a certain degree. 
• Responses from those who are incapable of completing the questionnaires, such as 
young children or people with disabilities can be achieved. 
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• Data received for the interviews are richer than those from the questionnaires. In 
addition, respondents’ actual words can be quoted and included in the study reports. 
   
There are, however, some disadvantages of the interviews. For example, they are time 
consuming and the consistency of the interviewers may vary in relation to the tone used in 
asking questions, the use of probes and the responses to the interviewees’ answers. In 
addition, the interviewers’ characteristics, such as race, age, sex and educational level, can 
become another issue that may bias the interviews and have an influence on the validity and 
reliability of the interviews (Williamson, 2000). Taking on board the advantages and 
disadvantages of interviewing, the current research design incorporated the semi-structured 
interviewing technique for triangulation purposes. 
 
3.3.1.1 Structured interviewing (standardised or survey interviewing)  
In structured interviewing, all respondents are asked the same series of pre-determined 
questions, known as an interview schedule, in exactly the same way and the same sequence. 
This is to prevent bias and enhance reliability of the interviews and to make sure that 
comparability with other studies can be done. Generally, the items asked are closed-ended 
questions, of which the responses are pre-established and pre-coded. Therefore, flexibility or 
variation in responses is limited. However, open-ended questions may also be included. For 
interviewers, in addition to controlling the pace of the interviews, they must be neutral as the 
interviewers are to maintain “balanced rapport” with the respondents – friendly but impartial 
(Minichiello et al., 1995; Fontana & Frey, 2000; Burns, 2000). 
 
3.3.1.2 Semi-structured or focused interviewing        
Semi-structured or focused interviewing is applied both as part of the ‘quantitatively-oriented’ 
structured interview and ‘qualitatively-oriented’ in-depth or unstructured interview as the 
researchers believe that it can help answer the research questions in their study (Minichiello et 
al., 1995; Burns, 2000). Further clarification of this issue is presented by Minichiello, Aroni, 
Timewell and Alexander, (1995) in In-depth interviewing. 
An interview guide or schedule is developed around a list of topics without 
fixed wording or fixed ordering of questions. The content of the interview is 
focused on the issues that are central to the research question, but the type 
of questioning and discussion allow for greater flexibility than does the 
survey-style interview. As with in-depth interviewing, this may reduce the 
comparability of interviews within the study but provides a more valid 
explication of the informant’s perception of reality. (p. 65) 
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Based on these features, the semi-structured or focused interview is viewed as closer to the 
unstructured, in-depth or open-ended interview than the structured or standardised interview 
(Minichiello et al., 1995; Williamson, 2000). In other words, “the topic area guides the 
questions asked, but the mode of asking follows the unstructured interview process. Both 
unstructured and semi-structured (or focused) interviews involve an in-depth examination of 
people and topics” (Minichiello et al., 1995, p. 65). 
 
3.3.1.3 Unstructured interviewing (in-depth or open-ended interviewing) 
This type of interviewing takes the form of an everyday conversation between the informant 
and the researcher (Minichiello et al., 1995; Burns, 2000). In the unstructured, in-depth or 
open-ended interview, the interviewer aims at understanding the informants’ perceptions of 
themselves, their experiences as well as their environments. No standardised list of questions 
is arranged since the data are from the flow of conversations taken place. However, the 
investigator is to direct the conversation subtly to ensure that it is relevant to the research 
study (Burns, 2000). Based on its qualitative nature, Fontana and Frey (2000) believe that it 
“can provide a greater breadth of data than the other types” (p. 652).  
                                                                                                                                                             
In this research, the individual face-to-face semi-structured interview, which is one of the 
most common forms of interviewing, was conducted with the cadets, English instructors and 
senior administrators of the academy (Fontana & Frey, 2000). Nine out of the eleven 
instructors and four senior administrators namely, the current Dean of the Faculty, the new 
Dean of the Faculty, Senior Professor of the Academic Faculty and the Director of the 
Humanities and Social Science Division were interviewed. The interview schedule covered 
the main areas as assigned in the main questionnaire, namely personal information of the 
respondents, English educational background, the English curriculum of the RTAFA, attitudes 
towards the teaching and learning of English in the academy and motivation for 
studying/teaching English in the academy. The length of each interview was approximately 45 
minutes per person. Recording of each interview was made with the permission of each 
interviewee. It was believed that this would enhance the flow of the interviews and help in 
transcribing the data in order to gain a complete and accurate record of the interviews 
(Minichiello et al., 1995). As the study was undertaken in the workplace of the researcher, it 
was considered more suitable, based on the Thai culture, to use open-ended questions, which 
are, according to Minichiello et al. (1995), Burns (2000), Fontana and Frey (2000), 
Williamson (2000) and Bell (1999), one type of unstructured interview, as starting points 
before moving to the semi-structured interview. Moreover, five cadets from every year class 
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were also interviewed in order that some issues raised from the questionnaires would be 
clarified and confirmed. 
 
3.4 Case Study approach 
The Case Study approach was undertaken in the research because the focus of the study was 
on an individual organization, the Royal Thai Air Force Academy (RTAFA). According to 
Stake (2000), Yin (1994) and Burns (2000), the Case Study approach has long been one of the 
many design techniques researchers have implemented when undertaking research involving 
an interest in an individual case or cases, in order to gain insights from that particular bounded 
unit or system. Case study research can be qualitative, quantitative or a combination of both. 
Burns (2000) explains further on this issue:   
It can be simple or specific, such as ‘Mr. Brown, the Principal’, or complex 
and abstract, such as ‘Decision-making within a teacher union’. But 
whatever the subject, to qualify as a case study it must be a bounded system 
– an entity in itself. A case study should focus on a bounded subject/unit that 
is either very representative or extremely atypical … While a case study can 
be either quantitative or qualitative – or even a combination of both due to 
the constraints of a sample of one or a single unit being studied, with the 
restrictions that brings for statistical inference – most case studies lie within 
the realm of qualitative methodology. Case study is used to gain in-depth 
understanding replete with meaning for the subject, focusing on process 
rather than outcome, on discovery rather than confirmation. (p. 460) 
 
3.4.1 Types of Case Study research 
There are many different ways of classifying Case Study research. Different methodologists 
have a variety of labels to describe the particular orientation of the Case Study approach they 
write about. Burns (2000), Nunan (1992), Stake (1995, 2000) and Yin (1994) are but a few of 
the leading methodologists in the field of Case Study research. Stake (2000) identifies three 
types of case studies: an intrinsic case study, an instrumental case study and a collective case 
study. For an intrinsic case study, the researcher has an intrinsic interest and would like to 
understand more of this particular case. As for example, the study of an Autistic child, the 
dynamics of gender in a Year 4 classroom or understanding the Hells Angels’ group identity. 
To construct a theory is not the main objective of this type of case study. With an instrumental 
case study, investigation of a particular case is undertaken so that understanding of this issue 
could lead to a generalization. An example is investigating the development of racist attitudes 
in three year old children. Stake (2000) points out “The case is of secondary interest, it plays a 
supporting role, and it facilitates our understanding of something else … this helps the 
researcher to pursue the external interest” (p. 437). For a collective case study, many cases are 
studied to gain insights of these cases, which can lead to better understanding or better theory 
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construction of other cases. As for example, studying the phenomenon of children with 
Attention Deficit Disorder (ADD) may entail in-depth individual case studies of children with 
ADD and the collectively analyzing the data to understand the phenomenon of Hyperactivity. 
In other words, it is an instrumental case study of many cases. 
 
Yin (1994) provides yet another classification of Case Study types. 
1. Explanatory Case Study – ‘how’ and ‘why’ of phenomenon in a real life context 
2. Exploratory Case Study – to find out what the situation is 
3. Descriptive Case Study – describes a particular event, subculture, or sequence of 
events over time. 
 
The research in this study was concerned with understanding the teaching and learning of 
English in the RTAFA. An in-depth and rich case study analysis was required to be able to 
tease out all the influencing factors in this investigation. Therefore, utilizing some of the 
following key characteristics of Case Study research became important: 
• Bounded setting 
• In-depth analysis of experiences 
• Detailed contextual knowledge – the concept of ‘Thick Description’ 
• The study of the particular 
• The study of uniqueness 
• The voice of the individual 
• Triangulation of data – multiple perspective to clarify meaning 
• Issues of trustworthiness – credibility, transferability, dependability and confirmability 
of data gathering influenced the research design process. 
 
Consideration of appropriate data gathering methods in relation to the research questions also 
influenced the research design process: 
• Interviewing (one-on-one, focused group) 
• Structured and semi-structured interviews 
• Document analysis (discourse analysis). 
 
This in turn led to consideration of appropriate data analysis techniques to inform the 
investigation: 
• Interpretative (induction rather than deduction) 
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• Categorization of trends 
• Development of themes 
• Analysis which facilitated the emergence of patterns of responses. 
The parameters of the RTAFA organization provide the bounded system. As a practitioner 
within the RTAFA, the researcher was able to be immersed in the research environment and 
have prolonged engagement within the environment. The nature of the inquiry provide the 
intrinsic phenomenon (Stake, 1995), or as Yin (1994) would describe it, the Exploratory 
nature of the enquiry process. To explore and understand the influences on the teaching and 
learning of English in the RTAFA was the fundamental purpose of this research study. 
Therefore, a Case Study approach was chosen as part of the research design for the study. The 
case being the RTAFA, the data gathering strategies involved a Mixed Methods approach 
(both quantitative and qualitative) and the analysis involved both statistical analyses and 
interpretive methodology.   
 
3.4.2 Issues of concern in the use of a Case Study approach 
Generally, the main techniques applied in the case study to gather data are document analysis, 
interviewing, survey questionnaires and observation.  Further comment has been made by 
Bell (1999) who explains that from studying common and unique features of an individual 
unit, researchers are able to identify these influences on that particular organization or case. 
One of the most obvious strengths of this approach is that it offers a good opportunity for 
researchers to examine a particular example or case in depth within a time constraint. 
However, as with any approach, there are also weaknesses in the case study. One issue that is 
usually mentioned and questioned by critics is the problem of generalisation (Stake, 2000; 
Yin, 1994; Burns, 2000; Bell, 1999). Several issues of concern in the application of the case 
study are raised and clarified by Burns (2000): 
• Subjective bias. This is based on the fact that the researchers can become subjective in 
selecting a particular case or evidence. “It is easy for the case study investigator to 
allow equivocal evidence or personal views to influence the direction of the findings 
and the conclusion” (pp. 473-474).  
• Generalisation. The case study has been observed as facing the problems of making 
inferences or generalisation from a single sample or case to other cases, especially 
from the scientific standpoint. However, Burns argues and points out the following 
interesting issues: 
In fact, scientific facts are rarely based on one experiment, but on 
replications that produce consistent results. The short answer is that 
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case studies, like experiments, are generalisable to theoretical 
propositions, not to statistical populations, and the investigator’s goal 
is to expand theories and not to undertake statistical generalization. 
While the case study has been criticised as a weak vehicle for 
generalization, its purpose has generally not been that. Case studies 
are focused on circumstantial uniqueness and not on the obscurities of 
mass representation … Many case study proponents would argue that 
any generalizations should be reader-made ones. Thus, the reader 
decides the extent to which the researcher’s case is similar to and 
likely to be instructive to theirs. (pp. 474-475)  
 
• Time and workload. The Case Study is a time-consuming approach in that a large 
amount of data is to be processed and analysed. However, Burns recommends 
dealing with manageable cases and particular topics or issues and working with 
data collected as early as possible. 
• Reliability. “Synonyms for reliability are dependability, stability, consistency, 
predictability, accuracy … reliability in case studies is more focused on 
dependability that the results make sense and are agreed on by all concerned” (p. 
356). Triangulation is one way that can help establish reliability, which is discussed 
later in the following section. The objective of reliability (Yin, 1994) is to reduce 
biases and errors in the case study. In the area of evaluating the tests, Madsen 
(1983) explains that “a reliable test is one that produces essentially the same results 
consistently on different occasions when the conditions of the test remain the 
same” (p. 179). A test may be consistent without necessarily being valid, but a 
valid test has to be consistent. 
• Validity. According to Wallace (1998), “Validity means testing what you are 
supposed to test” (p. 36). There are three types of validity: construct validity, 
internal validity and external validity (Burns, 2000; Yin, 1994).      
1. Construct validity. Richards et al. (1985) explains this issue as “(in testing) a 
form of VALIDITY which is based on the degree to which the items in a test 
reflect the essential aspects of the theory on which the test is based (the 
construct)” (p. 61). Burns (2000) suggests two ways to improve construct 
validity. The first one is to use various sources of evidence whereas the other is 
to form a link to relate evidence of different parts together. 
2. Internal validity. “This deals with the question of how well the findings match 
reality … Internal validity has been assessed by a number of strategies, such as 
triangulation, re-checking with participants as to observer interpretations made, 
peer judgement, and long-term observation” (Burns, 2000, p. 476). 
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3. External validity. This refers to whether the results of the study can lead to 
generalization. However, Burns (2000) argues that the case study focuses on a 
particular case and the objective is to gain in-depth understanding of that 
particular case, which is not generally true for other cases. “Generalisability is 
often left up to the reader” (p. 477).  
 
The validity of the questionnaires was an important aspect of this current study. The use of the 
Quest statistical program (Adams & Khoo, 1993) provided analyses that allowed inferences 
about validity. This is fully discussed in Chapter 5. 
 
3.4.3 Triangulation 
According to Denzin (1997), Triangulation is the use of several research techniques in the 
study of the same phenomenon. This is to overcome the weakness or biases of a single 
method. The author further comments as follows: 
No single research method will ever capture all of the changing features of 
the social world under study. Each research method implies a different 
interpretation of the world and suggests different lines of action that the 
observer may take toward the research process. The meanings of methods 
are constantly changing, and each investigator brings different 
interpretations to bear upon the very research methods that are utilized. For 
those reasons, the most fruitful search for sound interpretations of the real 
world must rely upon triangulation strategies. Interpretations that are built 
upon triangulation are certain to be stronger that those that rest on the 
more constricted framework of a single method. (p. 319) 
 
Therefore, to investigate the influences on the teaching and learning of English in the Royal 
Thai Air Force Academy (RTAFA), an explanatory design of a Mixed Methods approach was 
applied. That is, questionnaires were conducted first to collect quantitative data from the 
RTAFA cadets, English instructors and senior managers. Then, semi-structured interviews 
with these respondents were arranged sequentially to obtain qualitative data to complement 
and triangulate the data gathered from the questionnaires. In other words, both Methods 
triangulation and Triangulation of sources (Patton, 2002) were used in this study. However, 
Patton (2002) clarifies the purpose of triangulation. “Different kinds of data may yield 
somewhat different results because different types of inquiry are sensitive to different real-
world nuances. Thus, understanding inconsistencies in findings across different kinds of data 
can be illuminative and important” (p. 556). 
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3.5 Process of the inquiry  
3.5.1 Access to the data 
To undertake the research study, the higher degrees proposal was approved by the School of 
Education, Design and Social Context Portfolio in RMIT, Research and Higher Degrees 
Committee. This constitutes the First Review process for Doctor of Philosophy candidature at 
RMIT University (See Appendix 1). In addition, the Human Research Ethics Application was 
approved by the Design and Social Context Human Research Ethics Sub-committee (DSC 
HRESC). The research study was classified Level 2 (normal risk) (See Appendix 2). This case 
study research focused on one organization, the Royal Thai Air Force Academy (RTAFA) in 
Bangkok, Thailand. The researcher was kindly granted permission from the Dean of the 
Faculty of the RTAFA to undertake the study (See Appendix 3). As an English instructor of 
the RTAFA for more than ten years, the researcher requested helpful cooperation from senior 
officers, English instructors and air cadets in completing the questionnaires and attending the 
interviews. In addition, it was planned that the English instructors would be asked to explain 
the purpose of this study and clarify the instructions of the questionnaire to be distributed and 
address any issues of concern that may have occurred to the students. The cadets were 
informed that participation in this study was encouraged, yet not compulsory at all, and this 
would not have any influence on their academic results. Only those who would like to 
participate in the research would be given the questionnaire. The students were given 
approximately two to three weeks to complete and return the questionnaires to their 
instructors. A Plain Language Statement was attached with each questionnaire in order that 
the cadets would be informed of the research study, covering all important aspects (See 
Appendix 4). With regards to the interviews, it is not required that the interviewees sign the 
consent form prior to the interviews. However, apart from their free will to attend the research 
study, the interviewees would be asked for their consent first.  
 
3.5.2 Sample selection 
In this study, it was proposed that all the 517 air cadets of five year levels, the source of the 
population in 2004, would be requested to complete the questionnaire. However, due to a 
large number of the cadets, approximately one hundred students per year level, it was decided 
that only a sample selection was required for the interview. According to Patton (2002), there 
are two types of sampling strategies, a random probability sampling and a purposeful 
sampling. The current study used Purposeful Sampling (See Appendix 27 for Patton’s (2002) 
Complete Itemized Categories).  
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The combination or mixed purposeful sampling was applied. That is, the intensity sampling, 
the maximum variation sampling and the snowball or chain sampling. For the intensity 
sampling, good students or those who performed well in English and poor students or those 
who did not perform well on the English tests were included in the interviews. For the 
maximum variation sampling, a wide range of students, consisting of those from different 
majors, such as Aeronautical engineering, computer science and material science and those 
who received good grades, average grades and poor grades were interviewed to see whether 
common patterns emerge. With respect to the snowball or chain sampling, the English 
instructors were also asked to recommend students with good and poor academic results, who 
also volunteered to share their opinions in this study. In addition, these students were 
requested to recommend some other good and poor students who feel comfortable 
participating in the study and sharing detailed information with the researcher.  
 
Because the samples were not random probability samples the samples could not be regarded 
as representative so inferences about the population were not possible. Because a purposeful 
sampling strategy was selected in conducting the interviews, the data resulting from the 
interviews were used to illustrate and understand the variety of responses rather than describe 
the proportions of such responses. 
 
 3.5.3 Time and duration of data collection 
Concerning the questionnaires, the cadets who volunteered to participate in the study were 
requested to complete and return the questionnaires within approximately two to three weeks. 
For the interviews, the researcher planned to spend approximately 45-50 minutes per one 
interviewee. It was decided that the interviews would cover the period of at least three weeks 
since it would not be possible to arrange the interviews daily due to the class schedule of the 
cadets and the availability of the English instructors and the senior managers.   
 
3.6 Computer software programs 
The data collected from the student and instructor questionnaires would be prepared, coded, 
and analysed using Microsoft Excel and the Quest (Adams & Khoo, 1993) programs.  
 
3.6.1 Quest program 
Quest is especially designed as a comprehensive test and questionnaire analysis computer 
program. It is equipped with various traditional analysis procedures and recent developments 
in Rasch measurement theory (Adams & Khoo, 1993). Its application is “to construct and 
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validate variables based on both dichotomous and polychotomous observations. It scores and 
analyses such instruments as multiple choice tests, Likert-type scales, short answer items, and 
partial credit items” (p. 1). This program is distinct from others in several features. 
• Subgroup and subscale analyses. Quest allows you to define subgroups and subscales 
so that analyses can be performed for any combination of subgroup and subscale. 
• User-defined variables. User-defined variables not only let you define subgroups, but 
also let you correlate them with case estimates on any subscale. 
• Anchoring parameter estimates. Quest allows you to anchor (i.e. fix) any item or case 
estimates to known values, typically obtained from previous analyses. This facilitates 
the equating of tests and facilitates item banking. 
• Dealing with missing data. Quest provides flexible procedures for dealing with 
missing data. You can make Quest ignore certain codes or ‘holes’ in the data. This 
means you can calibrate several test forms together as long as links exist between 
forms with common cases or common items. 
• Exporting files. Quest lets you export analysis results to text files with a choice of tabs, 
spaces or commas as field delimiters to facilitate importation into database, 
spreadsheet, or other programs. 
• Scoring and recording of data. Quest provides flexible and easy-to-use methods for 
test scoring and data recording. Easy recording of data also facilitates regrouping of 
items and redefinition of scores.  
• Setting item scores. You can assign different scores to different items in a Quest 
analysis. This allows you to specify the score that is allocated to each item (pp. 2-3). 
 
Results from the Quest analysis are presented in forms of various maps, namely the item 
maps, fit maps and kidmaps. Adams and Khoo (1993) explain further:  
Item maps present the items along a logit scale according to their estimates, 
and case distribution maps are displayed along the same continuum. Fit 
maps present the fit statistics pictorially. Fit statistics for items are 
calculated over all cases, but Quest also gives you the option to display item 
fits for a particular case. Similarly, you can calculate case fits either over 
all items on the scale or for just a selected item. Kidmaps provide a pictorial 
profile and diagnostic information for the performance of selected 
individuals on each item, as well as on the whole test. (p. 4) 
 
3.7 Data processing  
3.7.1 Preparation and coding of the data  
The questionnaires and interviews were assigned the identification numbers as shown in 
Tables 3.3 and 3.4 respectively. 
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Table 3.3 Identification numbers assigned to the questionnaires 
Respondents Identification numbers 
Instructors   N =  9 101 – 109  
1st year cadets = 121 cadets 201 – 321  
2nd year cadets = 101 cadets 401 - 501 
3rd year cadets = 90 cadets 601 - 690 
4th year cadets = 99 cadets 701 - 799 
5th year cadets = 106 cadets 801 - 906 
 
The data from the questionnaires were coded into quantifiable form to prepare the data for 
computer analysis (See Appendix 22 – Coding of the Main Questionnaires).  
 
Table 3.4 Identification numbers assigned to the interviewees 
Respondents Identification numbers 
1st year cadets (N = 5)  101 – 105  
2nd year cadets (N = 5)  201 – 205  
3rd year cadets (N = 5)   301 – 305  
4th year cadets (N = 5)   401 – 405  
5th year cadets (N = 5)   501 – 505  
Instructors (N = 9) 601 – 609  
Senior managers (N = 4) 701 – 704  
 
With respect to the interviews, data received from the cadets, the English instructors and the 
senior administrators was transcribed and put into categories of issues, topics and themes for 
an interpretive analysis. In relation to the issue of transcribing, Patton (2002) points out,  
Transcribing offers another point of transition between data collection and 
analysis as part of data management and preparation. Doing all or some of 
your own interview transcriptions (instead of having them done by a 
transcriber), for example, provides an opportunity to get immersed in the 
data, an experience that usually generates emergent insights. (p. 441) 
 
It was planned that the researcher would do all the transcriptions herself. The reasons for this 
were first, because the respondents are cadets and military personnel and certain levels of 
security and confidentiality needed to be respected. Secondly, there are specialised terms or  
RTAFA jargons that those who are not familiar with this profession, or environment, may 
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find difficult or confusing when going through the transcribing process. This in turn may lead 
to inaccurate data and a loss of the rich information expected from the interview process. 
 
3.8 Proposed analysis 
3.8.1 Analysis of the data from the students’ questionnaires  
The coded responses were entered into an electronic data file using Microsoft Excel. After 
checking that every column had an entry, a text file with all of the responses was prepared for 
analysis with the Quest software system (Adams & Khoo, 1993).  
 
The Quest software requires control statements to indicate the format of the data and where 
the data are found, what variables are to be analysed and what results are to be shown. Short 
labels are provided so that question content can be recognised in figures and tables. A score 
key is required so that the software can assign appropriate values to the various response 
options for each question. Where necessary, the software was required to re-code responses to 
achieve appropriate option values. The control statements were assembled as a control file. 
The associated data file was checked to ensure that all items had a response and that there 
were no spurious data lines.  
 
For each analysis the software control file was arranged to show a log file (to check that the 
intended analysis was the actual analysis), and summary statistics for items and persons. The 
control file was also arranged to provide a diagram known as a variable map (to present both 
items and persons on a continuum where the relative status of an individual is shown relative 
to the content and popularity of the responses). The variable maps provide a visual description 
of respondent perceptions with respect to question response options. The left-hand side of 
each variable map represents total scores on all questions in that scale. The respondents are 
shown placed according to their standing on that scale. 
 
The right-hand side of each map shows the threshold(s) for each question. Some questions 
invite only one of two responses. These questions have a single threshold shown on the 
variable map. Persons shown above the level of the threshold are more likely to have given 
the more positive response, and those shown below that threshold are more likely to have 
given a less positive response. These thresholds are estimated from all of the responses, and 
there is no assumption that thresholds for each component are to be at the same level. 
Questions with greater endorsement appear lower on the page. The rarest endorsements are 
higher on the page.  
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The control file was also set up to produce the raw and scale scores for each individual with 
responses, the corresponding information for each set of question options, and evidence on 
whether the individual questions were consistent with the rest of that scale. Subsequently, the 
persons in each variable map were aligned in columns so the status of each year level was 
shown separately and summary statistics (counts, means, and standard deviations) were 
calculated for both raw scores and scale scores for each year level. These summary statistics 
were used to determine the magnitude of difference between the various year levels. Coe’s 
spreadsheet (Coe, 2000) was used to calculate these effect sizes and they were reported and 
described using Cohen’s (1969, 1988) effect size descriptors and Izard’s (2004) assigned 
ranges. 
 
These statistics were used to compare results for pairs of Years using Coe’s spreadsheet (Coe, 
2000) to calculate effect sizes reported and described using Cohen’s (1969, 1988) effect size 
descriptors and Izard’s (2004) assigned ranges. If individual students did not respond to the 
questionnaire, they were not included in the count. Perfect scores for persons or items and 
zero scores for persons or items were very rare. Such persons or items were also excluded. 
 
3.8.2 Analysis of the category questions 
Based on issues of interest, some category questions in the cadets’ questionnaire were 
selected to be analysed to see whether they had any influence on the perceptions of the 
English curriculum of the RTAFA, the perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and 
learning of English in the RTAFA, the perceptions of motivation for studying English in the 
RTAFA and the perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire. Most of the category 
questions were related to the cadets’ personal information and background education in 
English. 
 
3.8.3 Analysis of the data from the instructors’ questionnaires 
As only nine English instructors were requested to complete the questionnaires, it was 
planned that the data would be analysed separately, without the use of the Quest program, for 
the number of the respondents was rather small. In addition, some questions on the 
instructors’ questionnaire were different from the cadets’ questionnaire. Therefore, the Excel 
spreadsheet was used to calculate the means and standard deviations for the instructors’ 
questionnaire analysis. 
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3.8.4 Analysis of the interviews of the students, instructors and senior administrators 
The purpose of data analysis is to find meaning from the data gathered (Minichiello et al., 
(1995; Burns, 2000). Data analysis, as defined by Minichiello et al. (1995), is “…the process 
of systematically arranging and presenting information in order to search for ideas” (p. 247). 
Taylor and Bogdan (1984) discuss three stages of data analysis, cited by Minichiello et al. 
(1995). The first one concerns the coding of the data, finding themes and developing 
propositions. The second stage focuses on the refinement of themes and propositions elicited 
from the interview. The third stage concentrates on reporting of the results or findings.  
According to Ryan and Bernard (2003), two kinds of written texts in the sociological tradition 
consist of “(a) words or phrases generated by techniques for systematic elicitation and (b) 
free-flowing texts, such as narratives, discourse, and responses to open-ended interview 
questions” (p. 261). For the former one, techniques used in collecting data are, for example, 
free lists, pile sorts, frame elicitations as well as triad tests whereas techniques applied in 
analysing data include componential analysis, taxonomies and mental maps. However, Ryan 
and Bernard (2003) point out, “most of qualitative data come in the form of free-flowing 
texts” (p. 268). In addition, they differentiate two types of analysis: word analysis and chunk 
of text analysis. In analyzing words, techniques such as key-words-in-context (KWIC), word 
counts, structural analysis, and cognitive maps are applied. These techniques “reduce text to 
the fundamental meanings of specific words” and help the researchers “identify general 
patterns and make comparisons across texts” (Ryan & Bernard, 2003, pp. 272-273). In 
analysing chunks of text, Ryan and Bernard (2003) refer to coding as “the heart and soul of 
whole-text-analysis” since it requires the researchers to “make judgements about the meanings 
of contiguous blocks of text” (p. 274). This coding process involves sampling, finding themes, 
building codebooks and marking texts. In sampling, a sample of texts and units of analysis are 
selected while Miles and Huberman (1994) recommend that the researchers begin with some 
general themes, before adding more themes and sub-themes during the process of finding 
themes. To build a codebook, a list of codes, either in words or numbers, is produced in order 
to help the researcher identify and locate the themes from the texts. In marking texts, codes 
can be used as “tags to mark off text in a corpus for later retrieval or indexing” or “values 
assigned to fixed units” (Ryan & Bernard, 2003, p. 277). There are, however, other methods 
of analysing chunks of texts, some of which are, for example, grounded theory, schema 
analysis, displaying concepts and models, classical content analysis, content dictionaries, 
analytic induction and ethnographic decision models. These are summarized (Ryan & 
Bernard, 2003) as follows: 
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• Grounded theory. Transcripts are examined line by line to identify categories and 
concepts that emerge and then link them together so that analysts become more 
“grounded” in the data, leading to theoretical model building. 
• Schema analysis. This is similar to grounded theory. However, it focuses on the use of 
cognitive simplifications to help understand complex information.   
• Displaying concepts and models. It is believed that visual presentations of themes, in 
the form of tables, flow charts, maps or models with boxes, arrows and lines, enhances 
readers’ understanding of the texts.  
• Classical content analysis. Texts are reduced to “a unit-by-variable matrix” and 
statistical techniques can be used to analyse the matrix to test hypotheses. Units can be 
words, concepts, sentences or themes and should be counted in terms of number and 
examined for meanings (Minichiello et al., 1995; Burns 2000). In case studies (Patton, 
2002), this method is used to identify core meanings, known as patterns or themes. 
This can be referred to as pattern analysis or thematic analysis as well. However, “the 
term pattern usually refers to a descriptive finding” where as “a theme takes a more 
categorical or topical form” (p. 453). 
• Content dictionaries. A computer is used to create content analysis dictionaries to help 
the researcher automate the coding of the texts, which is considered a way to 
distinguish words and meanings reliably. 
• Analytic induction.  It is a method, used in collecting and analysing qualitative data 
(Minichiello et al., 1995), to form an explanation for a phenomenon, where a 
particular case is examined to see whether it fits the explanation, or not. If it does and 
all the cases of a phenomenon fit, a “universal explanation” can be achieved. If any 
case examined does not fit, the rules of analytic induction apply. That is, either the 
explanation is to be revised or the phenomenon is to be redefined.  
• Ethnographic Decision Models (EDMs). These are qualitative analyses used in 
predicting alternatives of behaviour under particular circumstances. EDMs consist of 
three components: exploratory data collection, using decision criteria; construction of 
a preliminary model; and testing of a model. Modification of the model is required 
when misfit of cases occur. EDMs are presented in the form of decision trees, decision 
tables, flowcharts as well as sets of “if-then” statements.  
 
In this study analytical induction was the major form of interview analysis. Interviews were 
critically analysed identifying common themes and patterns within and across all the 
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interviews processed. The themes identified were also cross referenced to the questionnaire 
analysis.  
 
3.9 Summary of Chapter 3 
Chapter 3 details the research design, methodology and data gathering techniques used in this 
study. The Mixed Methods approach proposed for the study involved both quantitative and 
qualitative data gathering techniques which are comprehensively discussed in this chapter. 
This chapter also contains a comprehensive description of the pilot questionnaire trialed on 35 
fifth-year cadets. In addition, discussions of the main questionnaire and the interview used in 
this investigation are provided. Furthermore, there is an explanation of the Exploratory Case 
Study approach chosen because the context of the RTAFA determined the nature of the 
bounded system in which the study was conducted. With regards to analysis methods, 
population rather than sample for questionnaires was used whereas Purposeful sampling 
rather than representatives from Random probability sampling was chosen for the interviews 
conducted. The Quest software program was applied to analyse the questionnaires and group 
means and standard deviations were used to calculate effect sizes between students of 
different Year levels. The Thematic approach and Interpretive analysis were employed to 
analyse the data collected from the interviews.  
 
The next chapter provides the details and analysis of the pilot questionnaire trialed as a 
preliminary step before the implementation of the main questionnaire to all participants in the 
research investigation. 
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Chapter 4  
Pilot Study 
 
4.0 Introduction  
To investigate the influences on the teaching and learning of English in the Royal Thai Air 
Force Academy (RTAFA), the case study approach was applied using questionnaires and 
interviews as data collection research techniques in this study. In the previous chapter, section 
3.2.1, p. 82 discussed the importance and advantages of a pilot study as an instrument to help 
improve the main questionnaire in relation to the content and the procedures to be 
implemented (Yin, 1994). Furthermore, the process and selection of the targeted group for 
this pilot case study were explained. Chapter 4 reports the implementation and results of the 
pilot study as well as improvement and modification of the questionnaire.  
 
4.1 Translation of the questionnaires 
In order to reduce or eliminate any misunderstandings or ambiguity of the wording of the 
questions and choices offered in the questionnaire that may have occurred, every question and 
option, together with the instructions, were translated into Thai by the researcher (See 
Appendix 19 – Pilot Questionnaire (Thai) and examined by a Thai translator (NAATI Level 
3) (See Appendix 6 – Letter of Reference from an English-Thai & Thai-English Certified 
Translator). This was based on the fact that the questionnaire administered was not meant to 
test the cadets’ proficiency in English. In addition, the respondents would feel more confident 
completing the questionnaire in their native language. 
 
4.2 Data sample for the pilot study  
At the beginning, it was planned that approximately five newly graduated officers from the 
RTAFA, ranking between Pilot Officer and Flying Officer, would be requested to participate 
in the pilot study. The reason why this group of officers would be used was because they 
experienced, though not quite, similar curriculum to the current air cadets. However, by the 
time the pilot study was ready to be administered, which was around November to December 
2003, the fifth-year cadets had just finished their final examination while the cadets of the 
other year levels were studying for their examinations. As a result, the fifth-year cadets were 
asked to take part in the pilot study as they could represent the current RTAFA cadets 
appropriately. These cadets would not be included in the main questionnaire since they would 
graduate when the main questionnaire was distributed in the following year (2004). It was 
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expected that approximately 25 to 30 cadets out of the total number of 123 fifth-year cadets 
(2003) would complete the pilot questionnaire voluntarily. 
 
4.2.1 Access to the data, time and duration of data collection for the pilot study 
While the fifth-year cadets were required to attend training and military talks provided for 
them after their final examination at the academy for a couple of weeks, they were requested 
to participate in this pilot study. First of all, the purpose of this research was explained to the 
cadets by an instructor of the RTAFA. Then, 35 questionnaires were distributed to the cadets 
who were willing to complete the questionnaire. These questionnaires were given to the 
cadets in the morning before any sessions began. All 35 questionnaires (100%) were returned 
by lunch time.   
 
4.3 Results from administration of the pilot questionnaire 
According to Yin (1994) “The pilot case reports are mainly of value to the investigators and 
need to be written clearly…the pilot reports should be explicit about the lessons learned for 
both research-design and field procedures” (p. 76). The pilot questionnaire was divided into 
five main sections, consisting of 30 items (See Appendix 18 – Pilot Questionnaire). Section 1 
(Question 1-6) concerned personal information of the respondents whereas section 2 
(Question 7-12) dealt with the English educational background of the air cadet. Section 3 
(Question 13-18) examined the English curriculum of the Royal Thai Air Force Academy and 
section 4 (Question 19-24) was about attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in 
the academy. Section 5 (Question 25-30) was related to motivation for studying English in the 
academy. In addition, an evaluation section was included in the questionnaire in order that 
modifications and improvements of the questionnaire could be made. There were 8 items in 
this part. These questions asked the air cadets to comment personally about the style of the 
questionnaire.   
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In section 1 (See Appendix 20 – Results of the Pilot Questionnaire pp. 2-3), the results of the 
pilot questionnaire are presented in Table 4.1 as follows: 
 
Table 4.1 Results of personal information of the respondents 
 
No Question Option Number of Cadets 
(n = 35) 
1 Which year class are you in at this moment? 
 
1st to 4th year 
5th year    
Others: 
NO MARK 
- 
34 
- 
1 
2 Please indicate your age. 16-17  
18-19 
20-21 
22-23  
Others:  
24 
25 
NO MARK 
- 
- 
1 
23 
 
9 
1 
1 
3 What is your major field of studying? 
 
Aeronautical Engineering         
Civil Engineering    
Computer Engineering                                     
Computer Science   
Electrical Engineering          
Industrial Engineering  
Material Science                          
Mechanical Engineering      
Others:     
NO MARK                                   
3 
4 
4 
6 
13 
1 
3 
- 
- 
1 
4 Where are you from?  
 
Bangkok    
Others: (See Appendix 20) 
NO MARK 
7 
27 
1 
5 
 
 
 
Do you have parents or relatives who speak English 
as a native a language? 
 
If ‘Yes’, Do you speak English to him, her or them? 
No  
Yes 
NO MARK 
Yes  
33 
1 
1 
1 
6 What type of dictionaries do you usually use in 
studying English? You may choose more than one 
answer.                         
 
English-Thai   
English-English  
Thai-English  
Others: Use all  
No dictionary is used. 
Please give the reason(s): 
Not like English 
NO MARK        
30 
16 
14 
1 
1 
 
 
1 
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Table 4.2 shows the results of section 2, English educational background of the air cadet (See 
Appendix 20 – Results of the Pilot questionnaire pp. 4-6). 
 
Table 4.2 Results of English educational background of the air cadet   
 
No Question Option Number of Cadets 
(n = 35) 
7 When did you start to learn English? 
 
Kindergarten  
Year 1 
Year 3 
Year 5  
Year 7  
Others: 
6 
4 
- 
22 
3 
- 
8 Please indicate the types of schools you 
attended before attending the Armed Forces 
Academies Preparatory School and the 
Royal Thai Air Force Academy. 
Kindergarten: 
Public 
Private 
NO MARK 
Primary: 
Public 
Private 
Secondary: 
Public 
Private 
 
15 
7 
13 
 
27 
8 
 
31 
4 
9 Before attending the Royal Thai Air Force 
Academy, have you had a chance to study 
English with native speakers? 
No     
Yes 
20 
15 
10 Have you had a chance to study abroad 
where English is used as a medium 
language? 
No  
Yes 
NO MARK  
28 
6 
1 
11 What is your average grade of the English 
language at the Royal Thai Air Force 
Academy?  
 
A 
B+ 
B 
C+ 
C 
D+ 
D 
F 
- 
4 
10 
11 
4 
2 
4 
- 
12 Have you had opportunities to improve 
your English outside the classroom? 
 
Please choose from the following list. You 
can choose more than one answer. 
 
No 
Yes 
 
 
Reading English newspaper or  
magazines 
Listening to English radio 
broadcast 
Practicing speaking with native 
speakers/foreigners 
Writing letters or sending e-mails 
to foreign friends 
Attending English classes 
Others: 
Watch soundtrack movies 
Chat 
Practicing speaking English with 
Thai friend 
8 
27 
 
 
22 
 
19 
 
8 
 
9 
 
9 
 
4 
1 
1 
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Table 4.3 shows the results of section 3, the English curriculum of the RTAFA, (See 
Appendix 20 – Results of the Pilot Questionnaire pp. 7-10). 
 
Table 4.3 Results of the cadet perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA   
 
No Question Option Number of Cadets 
(n = 35) 
13 What do you think about the 
English curriculum of the Royal 
Thai Air Force Academy? You can 
choose more than one answer. 
 
Too much information to cover  
Enough information  
Too little information  
Useful for everyday life  
Not useful for everyday life 
Useful for your career  
Not useful for your career  
Suitable for the air cadets  
Not suitable for the air cadets  
Cover all skills 
Not cover all skills  
Up-to date  
Not up-to-date  
Others: (See Appendix 20) 
No comment 
5 
11 
9 
20 
6 
22 
2 
16 
4 
8 
17 
9 
11 
7 
2 
14 How many periods do you study 
English per week? 
1 period 
2 periods 
3 periods 
4 periods 
Others: 
- 
7 
27 
1 
- 
15 At the RTAFA, you study English 
with …… 
Thai instructors only 
Native speakers only 
Both Thai and native instructors 
2 
- 
33 
16 What do you think about the 
English materials used in the 
academy? You can choose more 
than one answer. 
The textbooks: 
Too difficult for the level of cadets 
Too easy for the level of cadets 
Appropriate for the level of cadets 
Suitable for your field of studying 
Not suitable for your field of studying 
Too old / out-of-date 
Up-to-date 
Too many exercises 
Need more exercises 
Too much emphasis on grammatical points 
Need more emphasis on grammatical points 
Others: (See Appendix 20) 
Reading materials: 
Useful 
Not useful 
Necessary 
Not necessary 
Enough for cadets 
Not enough for cadets 
No materials are available 
Others: Very few materials to supplement learning 
Printed materials: 
Good quality 
Need improvement 
Appropriate 
Others: (See Appendix 20) 
No comment: 
NO MARK 
 
4 
5 
14 
5 
8 
12 
5 
3 
11 
11 
6 
9 
 
32 
- 
34 
- 
6 
19 
2 
1 
 
12 
9 
11 
6 
1 
1 
17 How often are you assessed during 
a semester? 
Every class 
Every month 
Mid-term & Final 
Only Final 
Others: 
- 
3 
31 
1 
- 
18 What kind of evaluation or 
examination would you prefer? 
You can choose more than one 
answer. 
Multiple-choice 
Written examination 
Oral examination 
Others: 
20 
20 
22 
1 
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Table 4.4 shows the results of section 4, Attitudes towards the teaching and learning of 
English in the RTAFA, (See Appendix 20 – Results of the Pilot Questionnaire pp. 11-14). 
 
Table 4.4 Results of the cadet perceptions of the Attitudes towards the teaching and   
                 learning of English in the RTAFA   
 
No Question Option Number of Cadets 
(n = 35) 
19 Do you like to study 
English? 
 
 
 
Please choose the 
reason(s) from the list 
given below. You can 
choose more than one 
answer. 
No 
Yes 
Remarks: Like very much 
If ‘No’ 
Inadequacy of background knowledge 
Received unsatisfactory grades 
English not useful 
Bad impression with instructors 
Difficult to understand 
Boring subject  
Others: Students lack interest 
If ‘Yes’ 
Good background knowledge 
Received satisfactory grades 
English is useful 
Good impression with instructors 
Easy to understand 
Interesting subject 
Others: Want to improve skills 
All technologies need English 
Want to be better 
Remarks: 
‘Yes’ but because ‘Inadequacy of knowledge’ 
‘Yes” but chose some options from both the left and right columns 
12 
22 
1 
 
11 
5 
- 
3 
6 
5 
1 
 
10 
9 
19 
14 
6 
20 
1 
1 
1 
 
2 
1 
20 What do you think about 
the time given to the 
English classes at the 
academy? 
Too much 
Too little 
Appropriate 
Others: 
Should spend valuable time studying English 
Not specify 
NO MARK 
4 
18 
10 
 
1 
1 
1 
21 What do you think about 
the English classrooms in 
the academy? You can 
choose more than one 
answer. 
Noisy 
Quiet 
Too dark 
Have enough light 
Too hot 
Too cold 
Appropriate 
Need more teaching aids 
Have enough teaching aids 
Others: (See Appendix 20) 
Remarks: Leave it blank 
1 
5 
15 
5 
1 
10 
11 
17 
4 
10 
2 
22 Would you prefer a small 
or big class in studying 
English in the academy? 
Please give the reason(s): 
(See Appendix 20) 
 
Small 
Big 
No comment 
NO MARK 
17 
5 
12 
1 
23 Please indicate the 
teaching styles of your 
current instructors at the 
academy? You can choose 
more than one answer. 
 
Follow textbooks  
Bring in other materials or external readings  
No textbook used  
Use a lot of activities 
No activity is included  
Speak English in class all the time 
Speak Thai in class all the time 
Speak both English and Thai in class 
Teacher-centered 
Student-centered 
Others: (See Appendix 20) 
Remarks: Leave it blank 
 
 
 
7 
25 
5 
9 
8 
4 
2 
23 
9 
5 
5 
1 
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24 Concerning the teaching 
and learning of English in 
the academy, please rate 
the importance of each 
skill based on your 
opinion.  
 
Please put the    in the 
space provided under the 
column that best suits 
your opinion. 
 
Listening: 
Very important   
Important  
Neutral 
Less important 
Very little important 
Unimportant 
Speaking: 
Very important   
Important  
Neutral 
Less important 
Very little important 
Unimportant 
Reading: 
Very important   
Important  
Neutral 
Less important 
Very little important 
Unimportant 
Writing: 
Very important   
Important  
Neutral 
Less important 
Very little important 
Unimportant 
 
27 
7 
1 
- 
- 
- 
 
29 
5 
1 
- 
- 
- 
 
22 
10 
3 
- 
- 
- 
 
20 
11 
4 
- 
- 
- 
 
Table 4.5 shows the results of section 5, Motivation for studying English in the RTAFA, (See 
Appendix 20 – Results of the Pilot Questionnaire p. 15). 
 
Table 4.5 Results of the cadet perceptions of Motivation for studying English in the   
                 RTAFA   
 
No Question Option Number of Cadets 
(n = 35) 
 
 
For items no.25-30:  Please rate the following items that best suit your 
opinion. 
 
 
 
25 You study English only because it is a compulsory course in the curriculum. Strongly agree 
Agree 
Neutral  
Disagree 
Strongly disagree 
3 
8 
11 
9 
4 
26 You would like to continue your studying in the country or abroad. 
 
Strongly agree 
Agree 
Neutral  
Disagree 
Strongly disagree 
18 
9 
5 
1 
2 
27 You would like to be able to understand English newspapers, textbooks, 
magazines, movies, songs, etc.  
 
Strongly agree 
Agree 
Neutral  
Disagree 
Strongly disagree 
23 
7 
4 
1 
- 
28 You are proud to be able to communicate in English well.         
 
Strongly agree 
Agree 
Neutral  
Disagree 
Strongly disagree 
19 
7 
7 
1 
1 
29 English is important for your career.        Strongly agree 
Agree 
Neutral  
Disagree 
Strongly disagree 
30 
3 
2 
- 
- 
30 If you can choose, you would like to study English. 
 
Strongly agree 
Agree 
Neutral  
Disagree 
Strongly disagree 
27 
7 
1 
- 
- 
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As some space was provided for the respondents to comment on the issue of the teaching and 
learning of English in the RTAFA, it appeared that 18 cadets out of 35 respondents (= 
51.43%) presented their views on several issues in relation to content, skills, language used 
and teaching approach/method recommended as well as issues concerning students and 
English teachers of the RTAFA (See Appendix 20 – Results of the Pilot Questionnaire pp. 15-
16).  
 
At the end of the questionnaires, an evaluation section was added in order that the results 
received could be taken into consideration for improvement and/or modification of the main 
questionnaire. The cadets’ responses to the following eight questions were summarised in 
Table 4.6 (See Appendix 20 – Results of the Pilot Questionnaire pp. 16-18). 
 
Table 4.6 Results of the evaluation section of the pilot questionnaire 
 
No Question Option Number of Cadets 
(n = 35) 
1 Were the instructions clear and 
easy to follow? 
 
Yes    
No. Please give the reason(s): No reason was given 
NO MARK  
33 
1 
1 
2 Were any of the questions 
unclear or ambiguous? 
 
Yes. Please specify : - 
Can’t explain the real situation 
No 
NO MARK 
1 
1 
31 
2 
3 Were you able to answer all the 
questions? 
 
Yes 
No: Please give the reason(s): 
Not understand some questions 
- 
NO MARK 
31 
 
1 
2 
1 
4 Did you object to answering 
any of the questions? 
 
Yes. Please specify:  
May affect some teachers 
For some types of questions, the choice ‘Strongly Agree’ is 
not necessary. Only ‘Agree’, ‘Not Agree’ and ‘Neutral’ are 
enough 
- 
No       
NO MARK 
 
1 
1 
 
 
5 
27 
1 
5 Did you find any of the 
questions embarrassing, 
irrelevant, or irritating? 
Yes. Please specify: 
- 
No 
NO MARK 
 
2 
32 
1 
6 In your point of view, are there 
any important or concerned 
issues omitted? 
 
Yes. Please specify: 
Personality of the respondents 
Free time for self-studying 
Aptitude in language learning and in maths 
The exams are out-of-date 
No 
NO MARK 
 
1 
1 
1 
1 
27 
4 
7 Was the layout of the 
questionnaires clear? 
 
Yes 
No. Please specify: -  
NO MARK 
32 
- 
3 
8 How long did it take you to 
complete the questionnaires? 
 
Less than 15 minutes   
Approximately 16-30 minutes 
Approximately 31-45 minutes 
Others: Please specify: 10 minutes 
NO MARK 
15 
15 
1 
1 
3 
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4.4 Improvement and modification of the questionnaire 
Based on the results mentioned in the previous section, the questionnaire was revised and 
refined with regards to several issues, namely the appropriate wording of the questions, the 
increase, reduction and ordering of options in each question, the use of letters for sub-topics in 
some questions and the adjustment of layout of particular questions in the questionnaire (See 
Appendix 18 – Pilot Questionnaire & Appendix 21 – Main Questionnaire). In Question 3, 
more options were added. This is because in the pilot study only the fifth-year cadets were 
requested to respond to the questions. However, when the main questionnaire was 
administered, the cadets of all five year levels would be asked to complete the questionnaire. 
As the first-year cadets are usually divided into sections, not by their major fields of study, 
options for the first-year cadets’ section were included and labeled 3a whereas those for the 
second- to the fifth-year cadets were labeled as 3b. Instructions for 3a and 3b were also 
provided so that the cadets would differentiate between these two sub-questions. For Question 
4, the question was revised from ‘Where are you from?’ to ‘Where is your hometown?’ to 
clarify the meaning. In Question 5, the phrase ‘brothers and sisters’ was added to complement 
the question? However, there were actually two questions asked. Thus, the question was 
divided into two questions, 5a and 5b, to help reduce ambiguity and to facilitate the coding of 
the data. In the main questionnaire (See Appendix 21 – Main Questionnaire p. 3), Question 6 
was added to complement the data gathered. It examined the foreign language each 
respondent started to learn first. The purpose was to seek whether the first foreign language 
the cadets learned had an influence on a particular perception examined.  
 
In section 2, Question 7 in the pilot questionnaire was revised as Question 8 in the main 
questionnaire (See Appendix 18 – Pilot Questionnaire & Appendix 21 – Main Questionnaire). 
It was expected that the data collected would present interesting information in relation to 
English educational background of the cadets. However, Question 8 in the pilot study was 
eliminated based on the results showing that many students found it difficult to complete this 
item. As for Question 9, another sub-question was added to draw further information. 
Therefore, the question was divided into 9a and 9b. Instructions for 9b were included as well 
as the use of some words or phrases in boldface and italics. For Question 10, the word ‘study’ 
was put in bold-faced to draw the cadets’ attention. In the main questionnaire, Question 11 
was included to clarify any information concerning the respondents’ background in English. 
Question 12 in the pilot questionnaire was modified as Question 13 in the main questionnaire. 
It offered more options based on the comments received from the results of the pilot study 
(See Appendix 21 – Main Questionnaire). 
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In section 3, Question 13 in the pilot study was improved as Question 14 in the main 
questionnaire by adding letters for sub-topics to reduce ambiguity. It would also be useful for 
the coding of the data by the researcher. Consequently, Question 14 was divided into 14a, 
14b, 14c, 14d, 14e, 14f and 14g according to the sub-topics presented in the question. In 
addition, the option ‘No comment’ was deleted since the respondents’ answer or opinion was 
expected (See Appendix 18 – Pilot Questionnaire & Appendix 21 – Main Questionnaire). 
Similarly, Question 16 in the pilot study was revised as Question 17 in the main 
questionnaire. It was ordered from Question 17a to 17l based on various sub-topics asked. 
The three headings, namely ‘The textbooks’, ‘Reading materials’ and ‘Printed materials’ were 
in boldface and italics to differentiate particular headings. The option ‘No comment’ was also 
eliminated. In Question 18, more choices were included. It was changed to Question 19 in the 
main questionnaire.  
 
As for section 4, a ‘Neutral’ option was added in Question 20 in the main questionnaire since 
some respondents may feel neutral concerning this issue (See Appendix 18 – Pilot 
Questionnaire & Appendix 21 – Main Questionnaire). Question 21 in the main questionnaire 
was modified from the sub-question of Question 19 in the pilot questionnaire. In this case, 
sub-topics were ordered from 21a to 21g. In addition, options from the two columns were 
combined together to reduce confusion and offer any possibilities that may occur based on the 
results of the pilot study. For Question 22 in the main questionnaire, the options were 
reordered, from ‘Too much’, ‘Appropriate’ to ‘Too little’ whereas the option ‘Others’ was 
eliminated. Question 23 in the main questionnaire contained several sub-topics. As a result, it 
was ordered from 23a to 23e to help the respondents differentiate each sub-topic and to invite 
the completion of these sub-questions. In the sub-question 23c, the option ‘Appropriate’ was 
revised as ‘Appropriate temperature’ to clarify the meaning. Question 24 in the main 
questionnaire was modified from Question 22 in the pilot study. In this item, clarification was 
made so that ambiguity or confusion of appropriate wording of the question could be 
eliminated. In Question 25 of the main questionnaire, sub-topics were arranged into 25a, 25b, 
25c, 25d and 25e respectively. Similar to some previous items that sub-questions were added, 
the sentence ‘You may choose more than one answer’ in the instructions was eliminated. As 
for the next item, Questions 26, more options in relation to the skills were given to examine 
the respondents’ interests and to obtain further information. However, the options of various 
degrees of importance were revised and reworded to eliminate confusion.  
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In section 5, instructions of this section were clarified to facilitate the completion of the 
questionnaire. In addition, instead of asking the respondents to rate the preferred options, the 
cadets were requested to circle the selected options of which the design and layout was 
revised. Question 26 in the pilot study was also modified as Question 28 in the main study by 
adding further information to clarify the question. Similarly, revision of the last question in 
this section helped clarify the meaning of the item.  
 
In relation to the space provided for the respondents to comment on the issue of teaching and 
learning of English in the RTAFA, it appeared that 51.43% of the cadets gave their opinions. 
Thus, this part was maintained as the data received could provide interesting and useful 
information to be examined. For the evaluation of the questionnaire, the wording of the 
instructions was revised to invite the respondents’ cooperation. The questions were 
renumbered as part of the main questionnaire. As a result, Questions 1-8 in this section (See 
Appendix 18 – Pilot Questionnaire) became Questions 33-40 of the main questionnaire (See 
Appendix 21 – Main Questionnaire). In Questions 34, 35 and 36, the options were revised so 
that details of the answers received could be taken into consideration when analysing the data. 
Question 37 in the main questionnaire was modified since different issues were asked in the 
same question. Reduction of the wording of this question was made to clarify its meaning. 
 
4.5 Summary of Chapter 4 
The piloting of the questionnaire proved to be a valuable exercise. First, many questions 
proved to be well written, easy to answer and provided valuable information. The time taken 
to complete the questionnaire demonstrated that it was not an arduous task and therefore 
likely to encourage participants in the main study (N = 517) to complete all the questions. The 
non-completion of questions was minimal (n = 1) providing more evidence that the 
questionnaire was non-intrusive, non-threatening and the questions appeared to be 
understood. Furthermore, the few questions that demonstrated some difficulties for the air 
cadets to complete, all seemed to be related to layout, style or format of the question rather 
than difficulties with the content of the questions. Revising and redesigning a number of the 
questions, as detailed in section 4.4 (p. 114-116), further improved the questionnaire ready for 
distribution in the main research study data collection phase. The next chapter presents the 
results of the main study. 
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Chapter 5 
Results and Data Analysis of Questionnaires 
 
5.0     Data context 
This chapter reports the results and data analysis from administration of the student 
questionnaire as well as those from administration of the instructor questionnaire. Chapter 6 
reports the results and data analyses from the student interviews, the instructor interviews 
together with the interviews of the Dean of the Faculty, the senior Professor of the Academic 
Faculty and the Director of the Humanities and Social Science Division. 
 
5.1 Results from administration of the student questionnaire 
From the beginning, it was intended that the questionnaires (See Appendix 21 – Main 
Questionnaire) would be distributed to the cadets by their English instructors at the beginning 
of the class. The cadets who would like to participate in this study were asked to return the 
questionnaires to their instructors at the end of the class. Objectives of the study were given to 
clarify any misunderstanding that may have occurred. They were informed that no connection 
to any assessment would be involved. However, due to a very tight schedule of the cadets 
during that time and cancellation of some classes, including the English classes, the 
questionnaires were given to the fifth-year commanding cadets instead. They were asked to 
distribute these questionnaires to the chief of each section for the first-year cadets (section one 
to four) and to the chief of each major in a particular year level. The cadets were informed 
about the objectives of this study as well as other detailed information mentioned earlier to 
clarify any misunderstanding that may have arisen. In addition, the cadets were given one 
week to complete the questionnaires and return them to their chief of the section, or major, if 
they would like to participate in this research study. The questionnaires were given to 517 
cadets, which was the total number of the cadets in the RTAFA at that time (2004), and 475 
out of the 517 questionnaires (91.88%) were returned. The number of the questionnaires 
administered and returned are summarised in Table 5.1 (See page 118). 
 
The responses were coded and entered into an electronic data file using Microsoft Excel. 
After checking that every column had an entry, a text file with all of the responses was 
prepared for analysis with the Quest software system (Adams & Khoo, 1993).  
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Table 5.1   Student questionnaires distributed and returned in each year level 
Year Level  Questionnaires Distributed  Questionnaires Returned  Missing Numbers 
First                                  121                                   109                                       12 
Second                             101                                      89                                       12 
Third                                 90                                       83                                        7 
Fourth                               99                                       99                                         - 
Fifth                                 106                                      95                                       11 
Total                                517                                    475 = 91.88%                     42 = 8.12% 
 
5.2   Overview of the analysis of data from the student questionnaire 
The Quest software requires control statements to indicate the format of the data and where 
the data are found, what variables are to be analysed and what results are to be shown. Short 
labels are provided so that question content can be recognised in figures and tables. A score 
key is required so that the software can assign appropriate values to the various response 
options for each question. Where necessary, the software was required to re-code responses to 
achieve appropriate option values. The control statements were assembled as a control file. 
The associated data file was checked to ensure that all items had a response and that there 
were no spurious data lines.  
 
Initially it was decided to conduct four analyses of the data file. The first analysis (C1) 
focussed on items 1 to 20 inclusive to establish a scale describing perceptions of the English 
curriculum of the Royal Thai Air Force Academy (RTAFA) (See Appendix 21 – Main 
Questionnaire A7-A9). The second analysis (C2) focussed on items 21 to 41 inclusive to 
establish another scale describing perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning 
of English in the RTAFA (See Appendix 21 – Main Questionnaire A10-A12). The third 
analysis (C3) focussed on items 42 to 47 inclusive to establish another scale describing 
perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA (See Appendix 21 – Main 
Questionnaire A13). The fourth analysis (C4) focussed on items 48 to 54 inclusive to establish 
a scale describing perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire (See Appendix 21 – Main 
Questionnaire A14-A15). For each analysis the software control file was arranged to show a 
log file (to check that the intended analysis was the actual analysis), and summary statistics 
for items and persons. The control file was also arranged to provide a diagram known as a 
variable map (to present both items and persons on a continuum where relative status of 
individuals is shown relative to the content and popularity of the responses). The variable 
maps provide a visual description of respondent perceptions with respect to question response 
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options. The left-hand side of each variable map represents total scores on all questions in that 
scale. The respondents are shown placed according to their standing on that scale. 
 
The right-hand side of each map shows the threshold(s) for each question. Some questions 
invite only one of two responses. These questions have a single threshold shown on the 
variable map. Persons shown above the level of the threshold are more likely to have given 
the more positive response, and those shown below that threshold are more likely to have 
given a less positive response. These thresholds are estimated from all of the responses, and 
there is no assumption that thresholds for each component are to be at the same level. 
Questions with greater endorsement appear lower on the page. The rarest endorsements are 
higher on the page. For example, in Figure 5.1 the diagram shows that it was easier to achieve 
the threshold for usefulness of the RTAFA English curriculum for the cadets’ career on 
Question 03, than to achieve the threshold for coverage of all skills on Question 05. In Figure 
5.1, the most difficult single item threshold to reach was on Question 19, the preference for 
essay examinations. 
 
If a respondent with a given total score is at the same level as a particular threshold, this is 
interpreted as a probability of 50% of having the more positive option (and the same 
probability of having the other option). If a respondent with a given total score is well above a 
particular threshold for a question, this is interpreted as a probability of greater than 50% of 
giving the more positive option. If a respondent with a given total score is well below a 
particular threshold, this is interpreted as a probability of less than 50% of giving the more 
positive option (and conversely a greater probability of giving a less positive option. 
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Chaisri Initial Data (Run 1)  
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Item Estimates (Thresholds)  
all on all (N = 475 L = 20 Probability Level=0.50)  
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
  4.0                      |Eng Curr  Study Eng  Text  Read Mat’l  Print Mat’l  Exam Type    
                           | 
                           | 
                           | 
                           | 
                           |          cu07.5 Others 
                           |                                                    cu19 Essay 
  3.0                      |          cu07.4 4 hours 
                           | 
                           | 
                       X   |                                                    cu20 Grp Proj 
                           | 
                      XX   | 
                           | 
  2.0                      | 
                XXXXXXXX   | 
                           | 
                XXXXXXXX   | 
                       X   | 
     XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX   |                           cu13 Enough Mat’l 
                           |          cu07.3 3 hours 
  1.0 XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX   |                                                    cu17 Oral 
                       X   |cu05 Covers All Skills                              cu18 Sh’t Ans 
      XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX   |                                       cu14.2 Good  cu16 Written 
        XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX   | 
                           |cu01 Enough Information 
            XXXXXXXXXXXX   |cu06 Up-to-date 
  0.0                      |                     cu10 Up-to-date 
        XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX   | 
                           |                                       cu14.1 Appropriate 
       XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX   |                                                    cu15 M/choice 
                XXXXXXXX   |                     cu08 Appropriate for Cadets cu09 Suit Field 
                           | 
                  XXXXXX   | 
 -1.0                      |cu04 Suitable for Cadets 
                     XXX   | 
                           | 
                           | 
                      XX   |cu02 Useful for Everyday Life 
                           | 
                       X   | 
 -2.0                      | 
                           | 
                      XX   | 
                           |cu03 Useful for Career 
                           |                           cu11 Useful 
                           | 
                           | 
 -3.0                      |                           cu12 Necessary 
                           | 
                           | 
                           | 
                           |          cu07.2 2 hours 
                           | 
                           | 
 -4.0                      | 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
  Each X represents    3 respondents 
                               
 
Figure 5.1   Student perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA 
 
While some questions invite only one of two responses, other questions invite one of several 
responses. If more than two of the options are represented in person responses, questions have 
several thresholds shown on the variable map. The lowest level of threshold is shown in the 
format X.1. For example, cu14.1 Appropriate quality of printed materials is the lowest 
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threshold for item 14. Persons shown above the level of the X.1 threshold are more likely to 
have given the more positive response (valued as 1), and those shown below that threshold are 
more likely to have given a less positive response (valued as 0). The second lowest is shown 
as X.2. Persons shown above the level of the X.2 threshold are more likely to have given the 
more positive response (valued as 2), and those shown below that threshold and above the X. 
1 threshold are more likely to have given a less positive response (valued as 1). The same 
pattern continues for thresholds X.3, X.4 and so on, according to the number of actual 
question options.  
 
The level of an X.2 threshold for one question might be similar to, or different from, the level 
of an X.1 threshold for another question. For example, in Figure 5.1 the diagram shows that 
achieving the X.1 threshold for an appropriate quality of printed materials (Question 14) was 
lower in endorsement than the X.2 threshold for studying English for two periods per week 
(Question 7). In Figure 5.1, the most difficult item multiple thresholds to reach was a score of 
5 on Question 7. 
 
In some cases, two successive thresholds for the one item are at the same level. This is 
interpreted to mean that these levels could not be distinguished from each other for this group 
of respondents and their pattern of responding. 
 
The control file was also set up to produce the raw and scale scores for each individual with 
responses, the corresponding information for each set of question options, and evidence on 
whether the individual questions were consistent with the rest of that scale. Subsequently, the 
persons in each variable map were aligned in columns so the status of each year level was 
shown separately and summary statistics (counts, means, and standard deviations) were 
calculated for both raw scores and scale scores for each year level. These summary statistics 
were used to determine the magnitude of difference between the various year levels. Coe’s 
spreadsheet (Coe, 2000) was used to calculate these effect sizes and they were reported and 
described using Cohen’s (1969, 1988) effect size descriptors and Izard’s (2004) assigned 
ranges. 
 
In presenting these results each scale will be taken in turn. The results for each scale will be 
presented as summary statistics for all items and all persons, and as a variable map. The first 
scale will be explained in more detail to clarify the features presented in such variable maps. 
This will be followed by tables of summary statistics by year level, and the effect size tables. 
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5.3   Student perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA (scale 1) 
Table 5.2 shows the summary statistics for the first scale (Student perceptions of the English 
curriculum of the RTAFA).  
 
Table 5.2   Summary statistics for student perceptions of the English curriculum of the   
                   RTAFA 
 
Item Estimates (Thresholds) all on all  
(N = 475 L = 20  Probability Level=0.50) 
Case Estimates all on all  
(N = 475 L = 20 Probability Level=0.50) 
Summary of item Estimates 
Mean                          0.00 
SD                            1.56 
SD (adjusted)                 1.55 
Reliability of estimate       0.99 
 
Fit Statistics 
 Infit Mean Square      Outfit Mean Square 
    Mean    0.99             Mean    1.14 
    SD      0.13             SD      0.72 
 
      Infit t                  Outfit t 
    Mean   -0.33             Mean   0.21 
    SD      3.10             SD     2.98 
 
   0 item with zero scores 
   0 item with perfect scores 
Summary of case Estimates 
Mean                          0.45 
SD                            0.88 
SD (adjusted)                 0.70 
Reliability of estimate       0.63 
 
Fit Statistics 
 Infit Mean Square      Outfit Mean Square 
    Mean    1.00             Mean    1.13 
    SD      0.41             SD      2.22 
 
      Infit t                  Outfit t 
    Mean    0.00             Mean    0.11 
    SD      1.20             SD      0.93 
 
   0 case with zero scores 
   0 case with perfect scores 
   2 cases with no data 
 
5.3.1 Interpretation of student perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA 
On the right-hand side of Figure 5.1, the questions have been arranged according to topic 
group. For example, items cu15 to cu19 are all related to preferences for question formats 
used in assessments.  
Question cu19 “Essay” was highest on the scale with a threshold value of 3.08 and received 
the lowest endorsement. The question scored only 36 positive responses out of 464 responses. 
Question cu20 “Group Project” (Grp Proj) was second highest on the scale and received the 
next lowest endorsement (59 positive responses out of 464 responses). The next three 
questions had similar numbers of endorsements. Question cu17 “Oral” was endorsed by 182 
out of the 464 attempting this question (threshold value = 0.94), Question cu18 “Short 
Answer” (Sh’t Ans) was endorsed by 197 out of the 464 attempting this question (threshold 
value = 0.80), and Question cu16 “Written” was endorsed by 216 out of the 464 attempting 
this question (threshold value = 0.61). Question cu15 “Multiple Choice” (M/choice) received 
the highest endorsement of the examination question format items. It had a threshold value of 
–0.42 and was at the “most popular” end of the scale (at the bottom). 
 
On the left-hand side of Figure 5.1 all respondents are shown together. In Figure 5.2 the 
respondents have been arranged by year level in the course. 
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No Year 1 No Year 2 No Year 3 No Year 4 No Year 5 
           
2.58       1 X 1 X 
2.22       1 X 4 XXXX 
1.87 5 XXXXX   3 XXX 10 XXXXXXXXXX 6 XXXXXX 
1.55 4 XXXX 1 X 4 XXXX 7 XXXXXXX 9 XXXXXXXXX 
1.44   1 X       
1.40         1 X 
1.26         1 X 
1.25 15 XXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 6 XXXXXX 7 XXXXXXX 15 XXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 11 XXXXXXXXXXX 
1.22     1 X     
0.97 15 XXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 14 XXXXXXXXXXXXXX 8 XXXXXXXX 9 XXXXXXXXX 7 XXXXXXX 
0.89         1 X  
0.86   1 X 1 X     
0.81 1 X         
0.71 19 XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 9 XXXXXXXXX 11 XXXXXXXXXXX 8 XXXXXXXX 7 XXXXXXX 
0.50 .. 
 
1 X 
  
.. 
 
.. 
 
0.46 12 XXXXXXXXXXXX 8 XXXXXXXX   8.. XXXXXXXX 11 XXXXXXXXXXX 8 XXXXXXXX 
0.21 5 XXXXX   9.. XXXXXXXXX   5.. XXXXX 8 XXXXXXXX 8 XXXXXXXX 
0.17     1 X     
0.13   1 X       
-0.01     2 XX     
-0.04 11 XXXXXXXXXXX 10 XXXXXXXXXX 11 XXXXXXXXXXX 5 XXXXX 7 XXXXXXX 
-0.09   1 X       
-0.12   1 X       
-0.30 9 XXXXXXXXX 16 XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 6 XXXXXX 9 XXXXXXXXX 10 XXXXXXXXXX 
-0.45 1 X         
-0.56   2 XX 5 XXXXX 6 XXXXXX 6 XXXXXX 
-0.76 1 X         
-0.85 5 XXXXX 2 XX 4 XXXX 4 XXXX 2 XX 
-0.95     1 X 
    
-1.04 
  
1 X 
      
-1.15 
  
3 XXX 
  
3 XXX 1 X 
-1.49 
  
2 XX     3 XXX 
-1.69 
    
1 X 
    
-1.87 
    
1 X 1 X 
  
-2.20 
    
1 X 
    
-2.27 
        
1 X 
-2.31 2 XX     
  
1 X 
-3.43 
      
1 X 
  
 
Figure 5.2   Student perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA arranged by year level 
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Year 1 are at the left, followed by Year 2, Year 3, Year 4, and Year 5 respectively. Within 
each year group the approximate position of the average score for that group has been shown 
with two dots (..). Due to the fact that the average score of Year 3 in this diagram is 0.34, 
which is approximately between both of the average scores of 0.21 below and 0.46 above it, 
the two dots indicating the approximate position of the average score have been placed on 
both of these average scores.  
 
The raw and scaled scores for each year level were obtained from table 4 of the Quest analysis 
output. Table 5.3 shows these year level summary statistics for raw scores and scaled scores 
respectively. 
 
Table 5.3   Summary statistics by year for student perceptions of the English  
                   curriculum of the RTAFA 
 
Raw Score Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 
Count 109 89 81 99 95 
Mean 
     13.11     12.01       12.4     13.36     13.15 
Standard 
Deviation 
       2.93           2.72       3.15       3.52       3.70 
 
Scaled Score Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 
Count 109 89 81 99 95 
Mean 
         0.5       0.25       0.34       0.56       0.55 
Standard 
Deviation 
       0.79       0.69       0.83       0.99       1.01 
 
These statistics were used to compare results for pairs of Years. Coe’s spreadsheet (Coe, 
2000) was used to calculate these effect sizes and they were reported and described using 
Cohen’s (1969, 1988) effect size descriptors and Izard’s (2004) assigned ranges. If individual 
students did not respond to the questionnaire, they were not included in the count. In this case, 
there were only two cases with no data. Perfect scores for persons or items and zero scores for 
persons or items were very rare. Such persons or items were also excluded. 
 
5.3.2 Effect size estimates 
The results from calculations of effect sizes for each of the comparisons between adjacent 
year levels are shown in Tables 5.4, 5.5, 5.6, and 5.7. 
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Table 5.4 Effect size estimates for difference between Years 1 and 2 students on  
student perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA 
 
Raw score Rasch score Year 2 – Year 1  
(N=89)    (N=109) Year 2 Year 1 Year 2 Year 1 
Mean 12.01 13.11 0.25 0.5 
Mean Difference -1.10 -0.25 
Stand. Dev. 2.72 2.93 0.69 0.79 
Pooled Stand. Dev. 2.84 0.75 
Effect Size -0.39    (0.14) -0.33    (0.14) 
 
There was a small difference between Year 2 and Year 1 on the Student perceptions of the 
English curriculum of the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of 
effect. 
 
Table 5.5 Effect size estimates for difference between Years 2 and 3 students on  
student perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA 
 
Raw score Rasch score Year 3 – Year 2 
(N=81)    (N=89) Year 3 Year 2 Year 3 Year 2 
Mean 12.4 12.01 0.34 0.25 
Mean Difference 0.39 0.09 
Stand. Dev. 3.15 2.72 0.83 0.69 
Pooled Stand. Dev. 2.93 0.76 
Effect Size 0.13    (0.15) 0.12    (0.15) 
 
There was a very small difference between Year 3 and Year 2 on the Student perceptions of 
the English curriculum of the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of 
effect. 
 
Table 5.6 Effect size estimates for difference between Years 3 and 4 students on  
student perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA 
 
Raw score Rasch score Year 4 – Year 3 
(N=99)    (N=81) Year 4 Year 3 Year 4 Year 3 
Mean 13.36 12.4 0.56 0.34 
Mean Difference 0.96 0.22 
Stand. Dev. 3.52 3.15 0.99 0.83 
Pooled Stand. Dev. 3.36 0.92 
Effect Size 0.28    (0.15) 0.24    (0.15) 
 
There was a small difference between Year 4 and Year 3 on the Student perceptions of the 
English curriculum of the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of 
effect. 
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Table 5.7 Effect size estimates for difference between Years 4 and 5 students on  
                        student perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA 
 
Raw score Rasch score Year 5 – Year 4 
(N=95)       (N=99) Year 5 Year 4 Year 5 Year 4 
Mean 13.15 13.36 0.55 0.56 
Mean Difference -0.21 -0.01 
Stand. Dev. 3.70 3.52 1.01 0.99 
Pooled Stand. Dev. 3.61 1.00 
Effect Size -0.06    (0.14) -0.01    (0.14) 
 
There was a very small difference between Year 5 and Year 4 on the Student perceptions of 
the English curriculum of the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of 
effect. 
 
The results from calculations of effect sizes from Tables 5.4 to 5.7 inclusive can be 
summarised in a following graph below.  
Student Perceptions of English 
Curriculum
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Key:  Effect Size ≤ 0.14  → Very Small;  
0.15 ≤  Effect Size ≤ 0.44→ Small 
0.45 ≤ Effect Size ≤ 0.74→ Medium 
Effect Size ≥ 0.75  → Large 
 
Figure 5.3 Student perceptions of English curriculum effect sizes for pairs of years 
compared with Cohen’s standard effect sizes and Izard’s assigned ranges 
 
The perceptions of the English curriculum of the cadets do not change much during the five 
years of the course of study in the RTAFA. 
     
5.4   Student perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of    
        English in the RTAFA (scale 2) 
Figure 5.4a shows the student perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of 
English in the RTAFA for the first part of scale 2. The corresponding information for the 
second part of the scale is shown in Figure 5.4b  
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Chaisri Initial Data Q21-Q41 (Run 1)                                                                           
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Item Estimates (Thresholds)                                                
all on all (N = 475 L = 21 Probability Level=0.50)                                                            
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
  4.0                    |Like St.E  Reasons  Time  C/Envi  Teaching Styles   
                     X   | 
                         | 
                         | 
                         | 
                         | 
                     X   | 
  3.0                    | 
                     X   | 
                         | 
                    XX   | 
                         | 
                  XXXX   | 
                     X   | 
  2.0        XXXXXXXXX   |                          en12 Enough Teaching Aids 
                         | 
           XXXXXXXXXXX   |                                  en15 Student-centered                    
          XXXXXXXXXXXX   |           en02 Good Background Knowledge 
                    XX   |           en03 Satisfactory Grades              
         XXXXXXXXXXXXX   |en01.2 Yes en05 Like Teaching Styles 
           XXXXXXXXXXX   |           en06 Easy to Understand              
  1.0               XX   |                    en08 Appro.   en14 Use Activities 
     XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX   | 
            XXXXXXXXXX   | 
         XXXXXXXXXXXXX   |                                  en13.2 Bring in Other Materials 
           XXXXXXXXXXX   | 
             XXXXXXXXX   | 
  0.0       XXXXXXXXXX   |           en07 Interesting Subject             
                XXXXXX   | 
                  XXXX   |                          en11 Appropriate Temperature   
                    XX   | 
                     X   |                                               
                     X   | 
                     X   | 
 -1.0               XX   |                          en10 Enough Light                     
                         |                                               
                         |en01.1 Neutral                                               
                         |                                  en13.1 Text Only 
                         |                                                             
                         |                          en09 Quiet              
                         |                                               
 -2.0                    | 
                         | 
                         |           en04 Useful to Career/Daily Life                   
                         |                                                             
                         | 
                         | 
                         |                                                             
 -3.0                    | 
                         | 
                         |                                               
                         | 
                         | 
                         | 
                         | 
 -4.0                    | 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
  Each X represents    3 respondents 
============================================================================================== 
 
Figure 5.4a  Student perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of      
                        English in the RTAFA   
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Chaisri Initial Data Q21-Q41 (Run 1)                                                                            
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Item Estimates (Thresholds)                                                
all on all (N = 475 L = 21 Probability Level=0.50)                                                            
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
  4.0                    |Importance of Listen  Speak  Read  Write  Conver  Critical Thinking  
                     X   | 
                         | 
                         | 
                         | 
                         | 
                     X   | 
  3.0                    | 
                     X   | 
                         | 
                    XX   | 
                         | 
                  XXXX   | 
                     X   | 
  2.0        XXXXXXXXX   |                        
                         | 
           XXXXXXXXXXX   |                               
          XXXXXXXXXXXX   |           
                    XX   |                                   en19.5 V/Impo’ en21.5 V/Impo’  
         XXXXXXXXXXXXX   | 
           XXXXXXXXXXX   |                             en18.5 V/Impo’ 
  1.0               XX   |                   
     XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX   | 
            XXXXXXXXXX   | 
         XXXXXXXXXXXXX   |                               
           XXXXXXXXXXX   | 
             XXXXXXXXX   | 
  0.0       XXXXXXXXXX   |                                   en19.4 Impo’   en21.4 Impo’ 
                XXXXXX   | 
                  XXXX   |en16.5 V/Impo’        en17.5 V/Impo’ 
                    XX   | 
                     X   |                             en18.4 Impo’ en20.5 V/Impo’ 
                     X   | 
                     X   | 
 -1.0               XX   |                                          en20.4 Impo’ 
                         |en16.4 Impo’          en17.4 Impo’ 
                         |                                                  en21.3 Neutral 
                         |                               
                         |                                          en20.3 Neutral 
                         |en16.3 Neutral        en17.3 Neutral 
                         |                                   en19.3 Neutral 
 -2.0                    | 
                         | 
                         |                                          en20.2 Lt Impo’ 
                         |                                                  en21.2 Lt Impo’ 
                         | 
                         | 
                         |                      en17.2 Lt Impo’ 
 -3.0                    | 
                         | 
                         |                             en18.3 Neutral 
                         | 
                         | 
                         | 
                         | 
 -4.0                    | 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
  Each X represents    3 respondents 
============================================================================================== 
 
Figure 5.4b  Student perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of   
                        English in the RTAFA   
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Table 5.8 shows the summary statistics for the second scale (Student perceptions of attitudes 
towards the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA).   
 
Table 5.8  Summary statistics for student perceptions of attitudes towards the   
                        teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA 
 
Item Estimates (Thresholds) all on all  
(N = 475 L = 21  Probability Level=0.50) 
Case Estimates all on all  
(N = 475 L = 21 Probability Level=0.50) 
Summary of item Estimates 
Mean                          0.00 
SD                            1.25 
SD (adjusted)                 1.23 
Reliability of estimate       0.96 
 
Fit Statistics 
 Infit Mean Square      Outfit Mean Square 
    Mean    0.99             Mean    0.99 
    SD      0.12             SD      0.18 
 
      Infit t                  Outfit t 
    Mean    0.02             Mean   0.02 
    SD      1.89             SD     1.66 
 
   0 item with zero scores 
   0 item with perfect scores 
Summary of case Estimates 
Mean                          0.87 
SD                            0.84 
SD (adjusted)                 0.70 
Reliability of estimate       0.70 
 
Fit Statistics 
 Infit Mean Square      Outfit Mean Square 
    Mean    0.96             Mean    0.99 
    SD      0.38             SD      0.59 
 
      Infit t                  Outfit t 
    Mean   -0.10             Mean    0.03 
    SD      1.00             SD      0.89 
 
   0 case with zero scores 
   1 case with perfect scores 
   4 cases with no data 
 
5.4.1 Interpretation of student perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and   
            learning of English in the RTAFA 
As shown in Figures 5.4a and 5.4b, the questions have been arranged according to topic group 
on the right-hand side of the diagram as before. However, this diagram is presented in two 
pages because there are several topics and sub-topics to cover. The diagram on the first page 
covers the preference of studying English and probable reasons to support this opinion as well 
as the class time given, classroom environment, and preference of the teaching styles. The 
diagram on the second page (items en16 to en21) represents the importance of each skill, 
namely the listening, speaking, reading, writing, conversational English and critical thinking 
skills. They are all multiple threshold questions (partial credit questions). 
 
From these diagrams, Question en12 “Enough Teaching Aids” was highest on the scale with a 
threshold value of 1.99 and received the lowest endorsement. The question scored 118 
positive responses out of 459 responses. Question en15 “Student-centered” was second 
highest on the scale and received the next lowest endorsement (140 positive responses out of 
456 responses). The next four questions that are all related to probable reasons to support the 
preference for English study had similar numbers of endorsement. Question en02 “Good 
Background Knowledge” was endorsed by 154 out of the 462 attempting this question 
(threshold value = 1.59), Question en03 “Satisfactory Grades” was endorsed by 182 out of the 
464 attempting this question (threshold value = 1.31), Question en05 “Like Teaching Styles” 
 130 
was endorsed by 185 out of the 453 attempting this question (threshold value = 1.23), and 
Question en06 “Easy to Understand” was endorsed by 196 out of the 456 attempting this 
question (threshold value = 1.13). Question en04 “Useful to Career/Daily Life” received the 
highest endorsement as a single threshold question on these diagrams. It had a threshold value 
of -2.31 and was at the “most popular” end of the scale. The question scored 440 positive 
responses out of 462 responses.         
 
On the left-hand side of Figures 5.4a and 5.4b all respondents are shown together. In Figure 
5.5 (See page 131) the respondents have been arranged by year level in the course. Year 1 are 
at the left, followed by Year 2, Year 3, Year 4 and Year 5 respectively. Within each year 
group the approximate position of the average score for that group has been shown with two 
dots (..). 
 
The raw and scaled scores for each year level were obtained from table 4 of the Quest analysis 
output. Table 5.9 shows these year level summary statistics for raw scores and scaled scores 
respectively. 
 
Table 5.9 Summary statistics by year for student perceptions of attitudes towards   
                        the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA 
 
Raw Score Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 
Count 109 87 80 99 95 
Mean 
     26.83     26.77     26.75     26.92     28.45 
Standard 
Deviation 
       4.52       4.63       5.36       5.04       4.21 
 
Scaled Score Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 
Count 109 87 80 99 95 
Mean 
       0.77       0.77       0.92       0.79       1.09 
Standard 
Deviation 
       0.72       0.84       0.85       0.92       0.81 
 
These statistics were used to compare results for pairs of Years. Coe’s spreadsheet (Coe, 
2000) was used to calculate these effect sizes and they were reported and described using 
Cohen’s (1969, 1988) effect size descriptors and Izard’s (2004) assigned ranges. If individual 
students did not respond to the questionnaire, they were not included in the count. Perfect 
scores for persons or items and zero scores for persons or items were very rare. Such persons 
or items were also excluded. In this case, there were four cases with no data and only one case 
with perfect scores.  
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 No Year 1 No Year 2 No Year 3 No Year 4 No Year 5 
3.85   1 X   2 XX   
3.09     3 XXX     
2.85     1 X   1 X 
2.61   1 X   1 X 4 XXXX 
2.44   1 X       
2.26 1 X   1 X     
2.25 2 XX 1 X 1 X 1 X 4 XXXX 
2.16         1 X 
2.10 1 X         
1.95 4 XXXX 4 XXXX 4 XXXX 7 XXXXXXX 9 XXXXXXXXX 
1.87     1 X     
1.69 7 XXXXXXX 4 XXXX 2 XX 6 XXXXXX 12 XXXXXXXXXXXX 
1.60         1 X 
1.49     1 X     
1.46 8 XXXXXXXX 4 XXXX 10 XXXXXXXXXX 8 XXXXXXXX 4 XXXX 
1.38 1 X         
1.36   1 X     1 X 
1.35   1 X       
1.33     2 XX     
1.32   1 X       
1.25 7 XXXXXXX 7 XXXXXXX 7 XXXXXXX 9 XXXXXXXXX 8 XXXXXXXX 
1.14         1 X 
1.10 1 X       ..  
1.05 11 XXXXXXXXXXX 4 XXXX 3 XXX 6 XXXXXX 6 XXXXXX 
1.01   1 X       
0.95 1 X       1 X 
0.92   2 XX ..      
0.87 13 XXXXXXXXXXXXX 7 XXXXXXX 6 XXXXXX 12 XXXXXXXXXXXX 6 XXXXXX 
0.86 1 X 1 X       
0.84 1 X       1 X 
0.79 ..  ..    ..  1 X 
0.73 1 X         
0.69 5 XXXXX 9 XXXXXXXXX 4 XXXX 7 XXXXXXX 5 XXXXX 
0.57         1 X 
0.56   1 X 2 XX     
0.53     1 X     
0.52 9 XXXXXXXXX 6 XXXXXX 6 XXXXXX 7 XXXXXXX 6 XXXXXX 
0.42         1 X 
0.41     1 X     
0.36 7 XXXXXXX 4 XXXX 3 XXX 8 XXXXXXXX 6 XXXXXX 
0.32 1 X   1 X     
0.28   1 X       
0.27 1 X         
0.23     1 X     
0.20 3 XXX 5 XXXXX 5 XXXXX 2 XX 3 XXX 
0.19 1 X         
0.17   1 X 1 X     
0.16   2 XX       
0.08   1 X       
0.07         1 X 
0.05 6 XXXXXX 6 XXXXXX 4 XXXX 7 XXXXXXX 4 XXXX 
-0.04     2 XX     
-0.10 7 XXXXXXX 4 XXXX 2 XX 2 XX 1 X 
-0.24 4 XXXX 4 XXXX 1 X 2 XX 2 XX 
-0.36 1 X   1 X     
-0.38     1 X 2 XX 1 X 
-0.51 1 X     2 XX 1 X 
-0.64     1 X   1 X 
-0.65 1 X     1 X   
-0.76       3 XXX   
-0.88 2 XX     2 XX 1 X 
-1.00     1 X 1 X   
-1.29   1 X       
-1.37       1 X   
-2.31   1 X       
 
Figure 5.5   Student perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the    
                    RTAFA arranged by year level 
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5.4.2 Effect size estimates 
The results from calculations of effect sizes for each of the comparisons between adjacent 
year levels are shown in Appendix 28. They can be summarised in a following graph below.  
Student Perceptions of Attitudes Towards 
Teaching and Learning of English 
0.00
0.05
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Key:  Effect Size ≤ 0.14  → Very Small;  
0.15 ≤ Effect Size ≤ 0.44→ Small 
0.45 ≤ Effect Size ≤ 0.74→ Medium 
Effect Size ≥ 0.75  → Large 
 
Figure 5.6 Student perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of 
English effect sizes for pairs of years compared with Cohen’s standard 
effect sizes and Izard’s assigned ranges 
 
The perceptions of the cadets’ attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the 
RTAFA do not change much during the five years of the course of study. 
 
5.5   Student perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA    
        (scale 3)    
Figure 5.7 shows the student perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA. 
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Chaisri Initial Data Q42-Q47 (Run 2a)  
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
Item Estimates (Thresholds)  
all on all (N = 475 L = 6 Probability Level=0.50)  
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
  4.0                       |You Study English Because.... 
                            | 
                            |Compulsory Continue Study Ability Proud Career Still Choose Eng. 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
         XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX   | 
                            |mo01.5 Strongly Disagree 
                            | 
  3.0                       | 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
            XXXXXXXXXXXXX   | 
                            | 
                            | 
                            |           mo02.5 Strongly Agree 
  2.0                       | 
       XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX   | 
                            | 
                            | 
       XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX   |                                  mo04.5 Strongly Agree 
                            | 
                            |mo01.4 Disagree 
        XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX   | 
                            | 
  1.0     XXXXXXXXXXXXXXX   | 
                            |                          mo03.5 Strongly Agreemo06.5 Strg. Agree 
             XXXXXXXXXXXX   | 
                            |           mo02.4 Agree 
           XXXXXXXXXXXXXX   |mo01.3 Neutral                          mo05.5 Strongly Agree 
                            | 
              XXXXXXXXXXX   |                                  mo04.4 Agree 
                            | 
                  XXXXXXX   | 
                            | 
  0.0                   X   |                          mo03.4 Agree 
                       XX   |           mo02.3 Neutral 
                            | 
                        X   |                                               mo06.4 Agree 
                            |mo01.2 Agree 
                            |                                        mo05.4 Agree 
                            |                                  mo04.3 Neutral 
                        X   | 
                            |           mo02.2 Disagree 
 -1.0                       |                                               mo06.3 Neutral 
                            |                          mo03.3 Neutralmo05.3 Neutral 
                            | 
                        X   |                                               mo06.2 Disagree 
                            | 
                            |                                  mo04.2 Disagreemo05.2 Disagree 
                            | 
                            |                          mo03.2 Disagree 
                            | 
 -2.0                       | 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
  Each X represents    3 respondents 
============================================================================================== 
 
Figure 5.7  Student perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA 
 
Table 5.10 shows the summary statistics for the third scale (Student perceptions of motivation 
for studying English in the RTAFA).   
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Table 5.10  Summary statistics for student perceptions of motivation for studying   
                        English in the RTAFA 
 
Item Estimates (Thresholds) all on all  
(N = 475 L = 6  Probability Level=0.50) 
Case Estimates all on all  
(N = 475 L = 6 Probability Level=0.50) 
Summary of item Estimates 
Mean                         -0.01 
SD                            0.71 
SD (adjusted)                 0.61 
Reliability of estimate       0.74 
 
Fit Statistics 
 Infit Mean Square      Outfit Mean Square 
    Mean    0.97             Mean    0.95 
    SD      0.27             SD      0.31 
 
      Infit t                  Outfit t 
    Mean   -0.21             Mean  -0.28 
    SD      3.41             SD     3.08 
 
   0 item with zero scores 
   0 item with perfect scores 
Summary of case Estimates 
Mean                          1.42 
SD                            0.99 
SD (adjusted)                 0.76 
Reliability of estimate       0.58 
 
Fit Statistics 
 Infit Mean Square      Outfit Mean Square 
    Mean    1.02             Mean    0.95 
    SD      0.75             SD      0.78 
 
      Infit t                  Outfit t 
    Mean    0.04             Mean    0.07 
    SD      1.06             SD      0.81 
 
   0 case with zero scores 
  31 cases with perfect scores 
   5 cases with no data 
 
5.5.1 Interpretation of student perceptions of motivation for studying English in the   
            RTAFA       
As for Figures 5.1, 5.4a and 5.4b, the questions in Figure 5.7 have been arranged according to 
topic group on the right-hand side of the diagram. Question mo01 to mo06 all have multiple 
thresholds and they are all related to the cadets’ motivation for studying English. Five options 
are given ranging from “Strongly Agree”, “Agree”, “Neutral”, “Disagree”, to “Strongly 
Disagree”. For example, Question mo03 “Ability” represents the desire to be able to 
understand English newspapers, textbooks, magazines, movies, songs and others based on the 
perceptions of the respondents. The lowest level of threshold shown on the scale was mo03.2 
“Disagree” with a threshold value of -1.75. It received the highest endorsement. The second 
lowest was mo03.3 “Neutral” with a threshold value of -1.12. The next lowest was mo03.4 
“Agree” with a threshold value of -0.03. The score of 5, mo03.5 “Strongly Agree” on 
Question 3 had a threshold value of 0.94.                
 
On the left-hand side of Figure 5.7 all respondents are shown together. In Figure 5.8 the 
respondents have been arranged by year level in the course. Year 1 are at the left, followed by 
Year 2, Year 3, Year 4 and Year 5 respectively. Within each year group the approximate 
position of the average score for that group has been shown with two dots (..). As for this 
diagram, the average scores of Year 1, Year 2 and Year 5 are 1.41, 1.36 and 1.43 respectively. 
Although these scores are approximately between the average scores of 1.28 below and 1.59 
above, the difference is noticeable. As a result, another row has been inserted between these 
scores to differentiate this difference. 
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 No Year 1 No Year 2 No Year 3 No Year 4 No Year 5 
3.37 11 XXXXXXXXXXX 8 XXXXXXXX 10 XXXXXXXXXX 10 XXXXXXXXXX 9 XXXXXXXXX 
           
2.51 8 XXXXXXXX 6 XXXXXX 8 XXXXXXXX 6 XXXXXX 11 XXXXXXXXXXX 
           
1.98 14 XXXXXXXXXXXXXX 5 XXXXX 13 XXXXXXXXXXXXX 9 XXXXXXXXX 12 XXXXXXXXXXXX 
     ..      
1.59 13 XXXXXXXXXXXXX 11 XXXXXXXXXXX 12 XXXXXXXXXXXX 10 XXXXXXXXXX 7 XXXXXXX 
 ..  ..      ..  
1.28 18 XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 12 XXXXXXXXXXXX 4 XXXX   10.. XXXXXXXXXX 7 XXXXXXX 
           
1.02 13 XXXXXXXXXXXXX 6 XXXXXX 6 XXXXXX 13 XXXXXXXXXXXXX 7 XXXXXXX 
           
0.79 6 XXXXXX 6 XXXXXX 9 XXXXXXXXX 7 XXXXXXX 9 XXXXXXXXX 
           
0.57 7 XXXXXXX 11 XXXXXXXXXXX 6 XXXXXX 12 XXXXXXXXXXXX 6 XXXXXX 
           
0.37 7 XXXXXXX 5 XXXXX 5 XXXXX 5 XXXXX 10 XXXXXXXXXX 
           
0.18 2 XX 5 XXXXX   8 XXXXXXXX 6 XXXXXX 
           
0.00 1 X 1 X     2 XX 
           
-0.18 2 XX 1 X   2 XX 1 X 
           
-0.34 1 X     1 X   
           
-0.51       1 X   
           
-0.67       1 X   
           
-0.83 1 X   1 X     
           
-1.34 2 XX         
 
Figure 5.8   Student perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA arranged by year level 
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The raw and scaled scores for each year level were obtained from table 4 of the Quest analysis 
output. Table 5.11 shows these year level summary statistics for raw scores and scaled scores 
respectively. 
 
Table 5.11 Summary statistics by year for student perceptions of motivation for   
                        studying English in the RTAFA 
 
Raw Score Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 
Count 106 77 74 95 87 
Mean 
     18.58     18.51     19.39     18.18     18.63 
Standard 
Deviation 
       3.49       2.84       2.82       3.21       3.08 
 
Scaled Score Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 
Count 106 77 74 95 87 
Mean 
       1.41       1.36       1.64       1.29       1.43 
Standard 
Deviation 
       1.01       0.95       0.96       1.00       1.01 
 
These statistics were used to compare results for pairs of Years, calculating effect sizes and 
reporting and describing them in the same way as used for the previous student perception 
scales. If individual students did not respond to the questionnaire, they were not included in 
the count. Perfect scores for persons or items and zero scores for persons or items were also 
excluded. For the student perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA, there 
were five cases with no data and 31 cases with perfect scores. 
 
5.5.2 Effect Size Estimates 
The results from calculations of effect sizes for each of the comparisons between adjacent 
year levels are shown in Appendix 29. They can be summarised in a following graph below. 
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Key:  Effect Size ≤ 0.14  → Very Small;  
0.15 ≤ Effect Size ≤ 0.44→ Small 
0.45 ≤ Effect Size ≤ 0.74→ Medium 
Effect Size ≥ 0.75  → Large 
 
Figure 5.9 Student perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA 
effect sizes for pairs of years compared with Cohen’s standard effect sizes 
and Izard’s assigned ranges 
 
The perceptions of the cadets’ motivation for studying English do not change much during the 
five years of the course of study in the RTAFA. 
 
5.6   Student perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire (scale 4) 
The fourth scale sought respondents’ perceptions of the quality of the surveys they had just 
completed. Figure 5.10 (See page 138) shows the student perceptions of evaluation of the 
questionnaire. 
 
Table 5.12 shows the summary statistics for the fourth scale (Student perceptions of 
evaluation of the questionnaire).   
Table 5.12  Summary statistics for student perceptions of evaluation of the   
                        questionnaire 
 
Item Estimates (Thresholds) all on all  
(N = 475 L = 7  Probability Level=0.50) 
Case Estimates all on all  
(N = 475 L = 7 Probability Level=0.50) 
Summary of item Estimates 
Mean                          0.00 
SD                            0.78 
SD (adjusted)                 0.75 
Reliability of estimate       0.93 
 
Fit Statistics 
 Infit Mean Square      Outfit Mean Square 
    Mean    1.00             Mean    0.97 
    SD      0.09             SD      0.17 
 
      Infit t                  Outfit t 
    Mean    0.19             Mean   0.01 
    SD      1.36             SD     1.24 
 
   0 item with zero scores 
   0 item with perfect scores 
Summary of case Estimates 
Mean                          1.36 
SD                            0.85 
SD (adjusted)                 0.00 
Reliability of estimate       0.00 
 
Fit Statistics 
 Infit Mean Square      Outfit Mean Square 
    Mean    0.99             Mean    0.97 
    SD      0.36             SD      0.71 
 
      Infit t                  Outfit t 
    Mean    0.14             Mean    0.18 
    SD      0.74             SD      0.67 
 
   1 case with zero scores 
 290 cases with perfect scores 
   8 cases with no data 
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Chaisri Initial Data Q48-Q54 (Run 1)                                                                          
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Item Estimates (Thresholds)                                                     
all on all (N = 475 L = 7 Probability Level=0.50)                                                             
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
  2.0 XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX   |Instruct Question Ability Object Irrelevant Omit Layout 
                             | 
                             | 
                             | 
                             | 
                             | 
                             | 
                             | 
                             | 
                             | 
                             |                                            ev06 No Issues Omit  
                             | 
                             | 
                  XXXXXXXX   | 
  1.0                        | 
                             | 
                         X   | 
                             | 
                             | 
                             | 
                             |         ev02 No Unclear or Ambiguous Questions 
                             | 
                             |                          ev04 No Objection to Any Questions 
                       XXX   | 
                             | 
                             | 
                             | 
  0.0                        | 
                             | 
                             | 
                             |                                 ev05 No Irrelevant Questions 
                             | 
                        XX   |ev01 Clear & Easy Instructions 
                             | 
                             | 
                             | 
                             | 
                             |                  ev03 Can Answer All Questions 
                             | 
                             | 
                             | 
 -1.0                        |                                                 ev07 Clear 
                         X   | 
                             | 
                             | 
                             | 
                             | 
                             | 
                             | 
                             | 
                             | 
                             | 
                             | 
                             | 
                             | 
 -2.0                        | 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
  Each X represents    5 respondents 
============================================================================================== 
 
Figure 5.10  Student perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire 
 
5.6.1     Interpretation of student perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire 
As for Figures 5.1, 5.4a, 5.4b and 5.7, the questions in Figure 5.10 have been arranged 
according to topic group on the right-hand side of the diagram. However, for this diagram 
each x represents five respondents instead of three respondents as shown in the previous three 
diagrams.                 
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Items ev01 to ev07 are all single threshold questions (See Appendix 30 – Table 3 of Analysis 
of the Perceptions of Cadets’ Evaluation of the Main Questionnaire). Question ev06 “No 
Issues Omit” was highest on the scale with a threshold value of 1.26 and received the lowest 
endorsement. The question scored only 87 positive responses out of 459 responses. Question 
ev02 “No Unclear or Ambiguous Questions” was second highest on the scale and received the 
next lowest endorsement (115 positive responses out of 453 responses). Question ev04 “No 
Objection to Any Questions” was endorsed by 118 out of the 449 attempting this question 
(threshold value = 0.42) whereas Question ev05 “No Irrelevant Questions” was endorsed by 
141 out of the 460 attempting this question (threshold value = -0.20). Question ev01 “Clear & 
Easy Instructions” scored 142 positive responses out of 455 responses with a threshold value 
of -0.32. Question ev03 “Can Answer All Questions” scored 150 positive responses out of 
453 responses with a threshold value of -0.69. Question ev07 “Clear (Layout)” received the 
highest endorsement of all the questions in this diagram. The question scored 159 positive 
responses out of 463 responses. It had a threshold value of -1.00 and was at the “most 
popular” end of the scale (at the bottom). 
 
On the left-hand side of Figure 5.10 all respondents are shown together. In Figure 5.11 the 
respondents have been arranged by year level in the course. Year 1 are at the left, followed by 
Year 2, Year 3, Year 4 and Year 5 respectively. Within each year group the approximate 
position of the average score for that group has been shown with two dots (..). As Figure 5.8, 
the average scores of Year 2, Year 3, Year 4 and Year 5 in Figure 5.11 are 1.36, 1.23, 1.41 
and 1.24 respectively. Although these scores are between the average scores of 1.02 and 1.5, 
the difference is noticeable and can be better represented if another row has been inserted 
between these average scores.  
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 No Year 1 No Year 2 No Year 3 No Year 4 No Year 5 
1.98 23 XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 21 XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 21 XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 23 XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 11 XXXXXXXXXXX 
           
1.84   1 X       
           
1.73 1 X         
           
1.70   1 X       
           
1.50 ..  1 X       
   ..  ..  ..  ..  
1.02 8 XXXXXXXX 10 XXXXXXXXXX 7 XXXXXXX 11 XXXXXXXXXXX 2 XX 
           
0.84   2 XX 1 X   1 X 
           
0.70     1 X     
           
0.31 1 X 3 XXX 1 X 6 XXXXXX 2 XX 
           
-0.09 1 X         
           
-0.33 1 X 1 X 5 XXXXX   2 XX 
           
-0.95       1 X   
           
-1.03 1 X 2 XX 2 XX   1 X 
 
Figure 5.11   Student perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire arranged by year level 
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The raw and scaled scores for each year level were obtained from table 4 of the Quest analysis 
output. Table 5.13 shows these year level summary statistics for raw scores and scaled scores 
respectively. 
 
Table 5.13 Summary statistics by year for student perceptions of evaluation of the   
                        questionnaire 
 
Raw Score Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 
Count 36 42 38 41 19 
Mean 
      5.42       5.10           5       5.34       4.95 
Standard 
Deviation 
      1.00       1.25       1.38       0.91      1.47 
 
Scaled Score Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 
Count 36 42 38 41 19 
Mean 
       1.51       1.36       1.23       1.41       1.24 
Standard 
Deviation 
       0.77       0.82       0.98       0.74       1.00 
 
These statistics were used to compare results for pairs of Years, calculating effect sizes and 
reporting and describing them in the same way as used for the previous student perception 
scales. If individual students did not respond to the questionnaire, they were not included in 
the count. Perfect scores for persons or items and zero scores for persons or items were also 
excluded. For the student perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire, there were 290 cases 
with perfect scores, consisting of 73, 47, 42, 57 and 71 cases with perfect scores for the first 
year to the fifth year respectively. There were 8 cases with no data and 1 case with zero score. 
 
5.6.2 Effect Size Estimates 
With the high proportion of perfect scores, 290 out of 475 respondents were excluded from 
the analyses here resulted in the corresponding tables and graphs referring to less than half of 
the cases. The corresponding results from calculations of effect sizes for each of the 
comparisons between adjacent year levels are shown in Appendix 31. They can be 
summarised in a following graph below.  
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Key:  Effect Size ≤ 0.14  → Very Small;  
0.15 ≤ Effect Size ≤ 0.44→ Small 
0.45 ≤ Effect Size ≤ 0.74→ Medium 
Effect Size ≥ 0.75  → Large 
 
Figure 5.12 Student perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire effect sizes for pairs 
of years compared with Cohen’s standard effect sizes and Izard’s assigned 
ranges 
 
The perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire between the five different year levels of the 
RTAFA cadets do not differ much. 
 
5.7 Results from administration of the instructor questionnaire 
From the beginning, it was intended that approximately six out of ten English instructors in 
the RTAFA would be asked to participate in this study. This was due to the fact that most of 
the instructors would be required to regularly attend some trainings alternately. Consequently, 
the number of the instructors currently working on duty was usually fewer than stated in the 
organization chart. Besides that, a few senior English instructors were going to retire soon and 
there was a tendency not to recruit any new English instructors because of budget constraint 
for the time being. However, the questionnaires were given to seven English instructors out of 
the total number of nine English instructors, who were Thai. In addition, as there were two 
native English instructors teaching English in the RTAFA at that time (2004), they were asked 
to participate in this study because it was believed that the data would provide some 
interesting issues to be considered and analysed. These nine instructors were informed about 
the objectives of the study individually and they were given approximately one week to 
complete the questionnaire. All the nine questionnaires (100%) administered were returned. 
 
The cadet questionnaire and the instructor questionnaire could have been analysed separately 
but the number of instructors was very small so the errors associated with the perception 
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estimates would have been very large. Some question items on the cadet questionnaire and the 
instructor questionnaire were similar and others were different. These analyses referred only 
to the items judged sufficiently similar to be regarded as equivalent. The instructor responses 
were added to the student response file. After checking that every column had an entry, a text 
file with all of the responses that were considered exact matches (See Appendix 32) was 
prepared for analysis with the Quest software system (Adams & Khoo, 1993).  
 
5.8 Overview of the analysis of data from the student and instructor   
          questionnaire 
The Quest software was used in a comparable way to that described in Chapter 5, Section 5.2. 
The associated data file was checked to ensure that all items had a response and that there 
were no spurious data lines. In this analysis, the control file, together with the associated file, 
that was used in analysing the student questionnaire earlier was adapted to conform to the data 
considered matches from question items on both the student questionnaire and the instructor 
questionnaire. 
 
Although four analyses of the data file were conducted from the student questionnaire, only 
three analyses were conducted from the student and the instructor questionnaire. This was 
because there was no exact match in perceptions of motivation for studying/teaching English 
in the RTAFA (C3). In other words, the questions in this section (Section 5) on the student 
questionnaire and the instructor questionnaire were all different. The first analysis (C1i) 
focussed on items 1 to 19 inclusive to establish a scale describing perceptions of the English 
curriculum of the Royal Thai Air Force Academy (RTAFA) (See Appendix 23 – Instructor 
Questionnaire A4-A6). In this analysis, cu07 was deleted from the original data file because it 
was on the student questionnaire only. The second analysis (C2i) focussed on items 22 to 41 
inclusive to establish another scale describing perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching 
and learning of English in the RTAFA (See Appendix 23 – Instructor Questionnaire A7-A9). 
In this analysis, en01 was deleted from the original data file since this item on the student 
questionnaire and on the instructor questionnaire did not match. As for perceptions of 
motivation for teaching English in the RTAFA (See Appendix 23 – Instructor Questionnaire 
A10), mo01-mo06 were deleted from the original data file because there was no exact match 
on the student questionnaire and on the instructor questionnaire. The third analysis (C4i) 
focussed on items 46 to 52 inclusive to establish a scale describing perceptions of evaluation 
of the questionnaire (See Appendix 23 – Instructor Questionnaire A11-A12). As before, each 
analysis log file was checked to show that the intended analysis was the actual analysis.  
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5.9      Combined perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA     
           (scale 5) 
Figure 5.13 shows the combined perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA. 
 
Chaisri Initial Data (Run 1) Instructor+Students                                                              
Item Estimates (Thresholds)                             
all on all (N = 484 L = 19 Probability Level= .50)                                                            
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
  4.0                            |Eng Curr Text Read Material Print Material Exam Type 
                                 | 
                                 | 
                                 | 
                                 | 
                                 | 
                                 |                                           cu19 Essay 
  3.0                            | 
                             X   | 
                                 | 
                                 |                                           cu20 Grp Project 
                                 | 
                          XXXX   | 
                                 | 
  2.0                            | 
                    XXXXXXXXXX   | 
                                 | 
                                 | 
              XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX   | 
                                 |              cu13 Enough Material 
        XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX   | 
  1.0                            |                                           cu17 Oral 
            XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX   |cu05 Covers All Skills                     cu18 Short Answer 
                                 |                            cu14.2 Good    cu16 Written 
                XXXXXXXXXXXXXX   | 
                             X   |cu01 Enough Information 
                XXXXXXXXXXXXXX   |cu06 Up-to-date 
  0.0        XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX   |         cu10 Up-to-date 
                                 | 
               XXXXXXXXXXXXXXX   |                            cu14.1 Appropriate 
                             X   |                                           cu15 Multi/choice 
                    XXXXXXXXXX   |         cu08 Appropriate for Cadets    cu09 Suit for Field 
                                 | 
                        XXXXXX   | 
 -1.0                        X   |cu04 Suitable for Cadets 
                          XXXX   | 
                                 | 
                                 | 
                            XX   |cu02 Useful for Everyday Life 
                                 | 
                                 | 
 -2.0                        X   | 
                                 | 
                                 | 
                             X   |cu03 Useful for Career 
                                 |              cu11 Useful 
                                 | 
                                 | 
 -3.0                            |              cu12 Necessary 
                                 | 
                                 | 
                                 | 
                                 | 
                                 | 
                                 | 
 -4.0                            | 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------   
Each X represents    3 respondents 
============================================================================================== 
 
Figure 5.13   Combined perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA 
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Table 5.14 shows the summary statistics for the fifth scale (Combined perceptions of the 
English curriculum of the RTAFA).  
 
Table 5.14   Summary statistics for combined perceptions of the English curriculum of   
                     the RTAFA 
 
Item Estimates (Thresholds) all on all  
(N = 484 L = 19  Probability Level=0.50) 
Case Estimates all on all  
(N = 484 L = 19 Probability Level=0.50) 
Summary of item Estimates 
Mean                         -0.05 
SD                            1.58 
SD (adjusted)                 1.58 
Reliability of estimate       1.00 
 
Fit Statistics 
 Infit Mean Square      Outfit Mean Square 
    Mean    0.95             Mean    1.10 
    SD      0.15             SD      0.80 
 
      Infit t                  Outfit t 
    Mean   -0.75             Mean  -0.13 
    SD      3.58             SD     3.33 
 
   0 item with zero scores 
   0 item with perfect scores 
Summary of case Estimates 
Mean                          0.47 
SD                            0.95 
SD (adjusted)                 0.76 
Reliability of estimate       0.64 
 
Fit Statistics 
 Infit Mean Square      Outfit Mean Square 
    Mean    0.97             Mean    1.10 
    SD      0.33             SD      2.73 
 
      Infit t                  Outfit t 
    Mean   -0.08             Mean    0.05 
    SD      1.09             SD      0.87 
 
   0 case with zero scores 
   0 case with perfect scores 
   2 cases with no data 
 
5.9.1 Interpretation of combined perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA 
As shown in Figures 5.1, 5.4a, 5.4b, 5.7 and 5.10, the questions in Figure 5.13 have been 
arranged according to topic group on the right-hand side of the diagram. In this diagram, each 
x represents three respondents. 
 
Similar to 5.31 Interpretation of student perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA 
(from the student questionnaire), items cu15 to cu19 are all related to preferences for question 
formats used in assessments. In this analysis, there were two cases with no data and some 
questions were omitted by some respondents. Therefore, Question cu19 “Essay” was highest 
on the scale with a threshold value of 3.08 and received the lowest endorsement. The question 
scored only 40 positive responses out of 473 responses. Question cu20 “Group Project” (Grp 
Project) was second highest on the scale and received the next lowest endorsement (61 
positive responses out of 473 responses). The next three questions had similar numbers of 
endorsements. Question cu17 “Oral” was endorsed by 189 out of the 473 attempting this 
question (threshold value = 0.94), Question cu18 “Short Answer” was endorsed by 204 out of 
the 473 attempting this question (threshold value = 0.80), and Question cu16 “Written” was 
endorsed by 222 out of the 473 attempting this question (threshold value = 0.61). Question 
cu15 “Multiple Choice” (Multi/choice) received the highest endorsement of the examination 
question format items. It had a threshold value of –0.42 and was at the “most popular” end of 
the scale within this particular group of questions. In Figure 5.13, the most difficult item to 
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reach was on Question cu19 mentioned above whereas the easiest question to achieve was on 
Question cu12 “Necessity of Printed Material” (Necessary). It was endorsed by 461 out of the 
480 attempting this question with a threshold value of -2.95 and was at the “most popular” 
end of the scale (at the bottom). 
 
On the left-hand side of Figure 5.13 all respondents are shown together. In Figure 5.14 the 
respondents, consisting of the instructors and the cadets, have been arranged as follows. The 
instructors are at the left, followed by the cadets of every year level. Within each group the 
approximate position of the average score for that group has been shown with two dots (..). 
Due to the fact that the average score of the cadets in this diagram is 0.45, which is 
approximately between the average scores of 0.34 below and 0.54 above it, the two dots 
indicating the approximate position of the average score have been placed on both of these 
average scores.  
 
 
No Instructor Student 
2.87 3 X XX 
2.27 13 X XXXXXXXXXXXX 
1.82 29 XX XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 
1.72 1  X 
1.44 47 X XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 
1.41 1 .. X 
1.26 1  X 
1.11 63 X XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 
1.06 3  XXX 
0.94 1  X 
0.82 55 X XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 
0.61 1  X 
0.57 1  X 
0.54 41  XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX     .. 
0.34 2  XX     .. 
0.27 42 X XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 
0.25 1  X 
0.07 2  XX 
0.05 1 X  
0.01 47  XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 
-0.03 1  X 
-0.26 46  XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 
-0.42 1  X 
-0.43 1  X 
-0.54 31  XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 
-0.83 18  XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 
-0.94 1  X 
-0.99 1  X 
-1.03 1  X 
-1.15 10  XXXXXXXXXX 
-1.51 6  XXXXXX 
-1.73 1  X 
-1.93 3  XXX 
-2.30 1  X 
-2.37 1  X 
-2.41 3  XXX 
-3.91 1  X 
 
Figure 5.14   Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA for the instructors   
                      and the cadets 
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The raw and scaled scores for the instructors and the cadets were obtained from table 4 of the 
Quest analysis output. Table 5.15 shows the summary statistics for raw scores and scaled 
scores of the instructors and the cadets respectively. 
 
Table 5.15   Summary statistics for combined perceptions of the English curriculum of    
                     the RTAFA 
 
Raw Score Instructors Cadets Scaled Score Instructors Cadets  
Count 9 473 Count 9 473  
Mean 
        14      11.49 Mean      1.39        0.45  
Standard 
Deviation 
     3.67        3.18 Standard 
Deviation 
     0.92        0.94  
 
As before, these statistics were used to compare the results for the instructors and the cadets. 
Coe’s spreadsheet (Coe, 2000) was used to calculate the effect sizes and they were reported 
and described using Cohen’s (1969, 1988) effect size descriptors and Izard’s (2004) assigned 
ranges. If individual respondents did not respond to the questionnaire, they were not included 
in the count. In this analysis, there were two cases with no data. Perfect scores for persons or 
items and zero scores for persons or items were very rare. Such persons or items were also 
excluded. 
 
5.9.2 Effect Size Estimates 
The results from calculations of effect sizes for the instructors and the cadets are shown in 
Tables 5.16. The graph representing the effect size estimates is presented later in a following 
section (See page 150 Figure 5.16). 
 
Table 5.16 Effect size estimates for difference between the instructors and the cadets 
on combined perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA 
 
Raw score Rasch score Cadet-Instructor 
(N=473)    (N=9) Cadet Instructor Cadet Instructor 
Mean 11.49 14 0.45 1.39 
Mean Difference -2.51 -0.94 
Stand. Dev. 3.18 3.67 0.94 0.92 
Pooled Stand. Dev. 3.19 0.94 
Effect Size -0.79 -1.00 
 
There was a large difference between the instructors and the cadets on the Combined 
perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the 
magnitude of effect.  
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The results from Table 5.16 can be summarised as follows. The combined perceptions of the 
English curriculum of the instructors and the cadets differ greatly.     
 
Based on these results, it was decided to conduct further analysis on this issue in order to 
calculate the effect size estimates between the instructors and the cadets of each year level. As 
for Figure 5.14, the respondents have been arranged by placing the instructors at the left, 
followed by the cadets of every year level. In Figure 5.15 (See page 149) the respondents 
have been arranged as follows. The instructors are at the left, followed by Year 1, Year 2, 
Year 3, Year 4 and Year 5 respectively. Within each group the approximate position of the 
average score for that group has been shown with two dots (..). Due to the fact that the 
average score of Year 1 in this diagram is 0.59, which is approximately between the average 
scores of 0.57 below and 0.61 above it, and the average scores of Year 3, Year 4 and Year 5 
are 0.43, 0.44 and 0.44 respectively, which are approximately between the average scores of 
0.34 below and 0.54 above them, the two dots indicating the approximate position of the 
average scores have been placed on both of these average scores.   
 
The raw and scaled scores for the instructors and the cadets of each year level were obtained 
from table 4 of the Quest analysis output. Table 5.17 shows the instructor and these year level 
summary statistics for raw scores and scaled scores respectively. 
 
Table 5.17   Summary statistics by group for combined perceptions of the English   
                     curriculum of the RTAFA 
 
Raw Score         Instructor         Year 1         Year 2         Year 3         Year 4         Year 5 
Count                       9                  109                89                81                99                95 
Mean                      14               12.05           11.01           11.36           11.53           11.39 
Standard               3.67                2.90             2.78              3.09            3.48             3.51 
Deviation 
 
Scaled Score      Instructor         Year 1         Year 2         Year 3         Year 4         Year 5 
Count                        9                 109                89                81                 99               95 
Mean                    1.39                0.59             0.33             0.43             0.44            0.44 
Standard               0.92                0.87             0.77             0.90              1.08            1.05 
Deviation 
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No Instructor No Year 1 No Year 2 No Year 3 No Year 4 No Year 5 
2.87 1 X       1 X 1 X 
2.27 1 X 4 XXXX   2 XX 1 X 5 XXXXX 
1.82 2 XX 4 XXXX 2 XX 4 XXXX 12 XXXXXXXXXXXX 5 XXXXX 
1.72     1 X       
1.44 1 X 15 XXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 6 XXXXXX 7 XXXXXXX 9 XXXXXXXXX 9 XXXXXXXXX 
1.41 ..      1 X     
1.26           1 X 
1.11 1 X 16 XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 13 XXXXXXXXXXXXX 8 XXXXXXXX 13 XXXXXXXXXXXXX 12 XXXXXXXXXXXX 
1.06     1 X 1 X   1 X 
0.94   1 X         
0.82 1 X 18 XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 9 XXXXXXXXX 12 XXXXXXXXXXXX 7 XXXXXXX 8 XXXXXXXX 
0.61   ..  1 X       
0.57   ..    1 X     
0.54   12 XXXXXXXXXXXX 9 XXXXXXXXX 7.. XXXXXXX 9.. XXXXXXXXX 4.. XXXX 
0.34     1.. X   ..    ..  1.. X 
0.27 1 X 5 XXXXX 8 XXXXXXXX 6 XXXXXX 10 XXXXXXXXXX 12 XXXXXXXXXXXX 
0.25       1 X     
0.07       2 XX     
0.05 1 X           
0.01   11 XXXXXXXXXXX 9 XXXXXXXXX 10 XXXXXXXXXX 9 XXXXXXXXX 8 XXXXXXXX 
-0.03     1 X       
-0.26   9 XXXXXXXXX 16 XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 6 XXXXXX 6 XXXXXX 9 XXXXXXXXX 
-0.42   1 X         
-0.43   1 X         
-0.54   5 XXXXX 4 XXXX 5 XXXXX 8 XXXXXXXX 9 XXXXXXXXX 
-0.83   5 XXXXX 1 X 4 XXXX 6 XXXXXX 2 XX 
-0.94       1 X     
-0.99     1 X       
-1.03     1 X       
-1.15     4 XXXX   3 XXX 3 XXX 
-1.51     1 X   3 XXX 2 XX 
-1.73       1 X     
-1.93       1 X 1 X 1 X 
-2.30       1 X     
-2.37           1 X 
-2.41   2 XX       1 X 
-3.91         1 X   
 
Figure 5.15 Combined perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA for the instructors and the cadets arranged by year level
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These statistics were used to compare results for pairs of the instructors and the cadets of each 
year level in the same way as used for the previous scale. If individual respondents did not 
respond to the questionnaire, they were not included in the count. Perfect scores for persons or 
items and zero scores for persons or items were very rare. Such persons or items were also 
excluded.  
 
5.9.3 Effect Size Estimates between instructors and cadets of all year levels 
The results from calculations of effect sizes for each of the comparisons between the 
instructors and the cadets of each year level are shown in Appendix 33. They can be 
summarized in a following graph below.    
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   Key:  Effect Size ≤ 0.14  → Very Small;  
0.15 ≤ Effect Size ≤ 0.44→ Small 
0.45 ≤ Effect Size ≤ 0.74→ Medium 
Effect Size ≥ 0.75  → Large 
 
Figure 5.16   Comparisons of combined perceptions of English curriculum effect sizes   
                       for pairs of instructors and years compared with Cohen’s standard effect   
                       sizes and Izard’s assigned ranges 
 
The perceptions of the English curriculum of the instructors and the cadets of Year 1, Year 2, 
Year 3, Year 4 and Year 5 differ greatly. The largest difference is in Year 2 (-1.34), followed 
by Year 3 (-1.06), Year 1 and Year 5 (-0.91) and Year 4 (-0.88).      
 
An example of a large difference is in Figure 5.13 (See page 144) and in Figure 5.15 (See 
page 149). In Question cu04 “Suitable for Cadets” all the instructors agreed that the English 
curriculum of the RTAFA was suitable for the cadets whereas some of the cadets did not 
agree with that.  
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5.10 Combined perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning   
           of English in the RTAFA (scale 6) 
Figure 5.17a shows the combined perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning 
of English in the RTAFA for the first part of scale 6. The corresponding information for the 
second part of the scale is shown in Figure 5.17b  
 
Chaisri Initial Data Q21-Q41 (Run 1)                                                                          
Item Estimates (Thresholds)                 All on all (N = 484 L = 20 Probability Level= .50)                                                      
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
  4.0                            |Reasons  Time  Class Envi  Teaching Styles  
                                 | 
                            XX   | 
                                 | 
                                 | 
                                 | 
                                 | 
  3.0                       XX   | 
                             X   | 
                             X   | 
                           XXX   | 
                             X   | 
                                 | 
                  XXXXXXXXXXXX   | 
  2.0                        X   |               en12 Enough Teaching Aids 
               XXXXXXXXXXXXXXX   | 
                                 |                           en15 Student-centered 
          XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX   |en02 Good Background Knowledge 
           XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX   |en03 Satisfactory Grades           
                           XXX   |en05 Like Teaching Styles 
          XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX   |en06 Easy to Understand    
  1.0  XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX   |         en08 Appropriate  en14 Use Activities 
        XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX   | 
                           XXX   | 
          XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX   |                           en13.2 Bring in Other Materials  
             XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX   | 
              XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX   | 
   .0             XXXXXXXXXXXX   |en07 Interesting Subject    
                   XXXXXXXXXXX   | 
                       XXXXXXX   |               en11 Appropriate Temperature    
                           XXX   | 
                            XX   |     
                            XX   | 
                            XX   | 
 -1.0                        X   |               en10 Enough Light    
                            XX   |     
                             X   |     
                             X   |                           en13.1 Text Only 
                             X   |     
                                 |               en09 Quiet    
                                 |     
 -2.0                            | 
                                 | 
                                 |en04 Useful to Career/Daily Life    
                                 |     
                             X   | 
                                 | 
                                 |     
 -3.0                            | 
                                 | 
                                 |     
                                 | 
                                 | 
                                 | 
                                 | 
 -4.0                            | 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
  Each X represents    2 respondents 
============================================================================================== 
 
Figure 5.17a Combined perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of   
                       English in the RTAFA  
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Chaisri Initial Data Q21-Q41 (Run 1)                                                                          
Item Estimates (Thresholds)                 All on all (N = 484 L = 20 Probability Level= .50)             
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
  4.0                          |Importance of Listen Speak Read Write Conver Critical Thinking 
                               | 
                          XX   | 
                               | 
                               | 
                               | 
                               | 
  3.0                     XX   | 
                           X   | 
                           X   | 
                         XXX   | 
                           X   | 
                               | 
                XXXXXXXXXXXX   | 
  2.0                      X   |              
             XXXXXXXXXXXXXXX   | 
                               |                     
        XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX   | 
         XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX   |                                en19.5 V/Impoen21.5 V/Impo’ 
                         XXX   | 
        XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX   |                           en18.5 V/Impo’ 
  1.0XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX   |         
      XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX   | 
                         XXX   | 
        XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX   |                     
           XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX   | 
            XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX   | 
  0.0           XXXXXXXXXXXX   |                                en19.4 Impo’ en21.4 Impo’ 
                 XXXXXXXXXXX   | 
                     XXXXXXX   |en16.5 V/Impo’       en17.5 V/Impo’ 
                         XXX   | 
                          XX   |                           en18.4 Impoen20.5 V/Impo’ 
                          XX   | 
                          XX   | 
 -1.0                      X   |                                      en20.4 Impo’ 
                          XX   |en16.4 Impo’         en17.4 Impo’ 
                           X   |                                             en21.3 Neutral 
                           X   |                     
                           X   |                                      en20.3 Neutral 
                               |en16.3 Neutral       en17.3 Neutral 
                               |                                en19.3 Neutral 
 -2.0                          | 
                               | 
                               |                                      en20.2 Lt Impo’ 
                               |                                             en21.2 Lt Impo’ 
                           X   | 
                               | 
                               |                     en17.2 Lt Impo’ 
 -3.0                          | 
                               | 
                               |                           en18.3 Neutral 
                               | 
                               | 
                               | 
                               | 
 -4.0                          | 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
  Each X represents    2 respondents 
============================================================================================== 
 
Figure 5.17b Combined perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of   
                       English in the RTAFA    
                          
 
Table 5.18 shows the summary statistics for the sixth scale (combined perceptions of attitudes 
towards the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA).   
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Table 5.18  Summary statistics for combined perceptions of attitudes towards the   
                        teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA 
 
Item Estimates (Thresholds) all on all  
(N = 484 L = 20  Probability Level=0.50) 
Case Estimates all on all  
(N = 484 L = 20 Probability Level=0.50) 
Summary of item Estimates 
Mean                          0.00 
SD                            1.28 
SD (adjusted)                 1.28 
Reliability of estimate       1.00 
 
Fit Statistics 
 Infit Mean Square      Outfit Mean Square 
    Mean    0.95             Mean    0.96 
    SD      0.14             SD      0.19 
 
      Infit t                  Outfit t 
    Mean   -0.43             Mean  -0.27 
    SD      1.97             SD     1.73 
 
   0 item with zero scores 
   0 item with perfect scores 
Summary of case Estimates 
Mean                          0.86 
SD                            0.85 
SD (adjusted)                 0.70 
Reliability of estimate       0.69 
 
Fit Statistics 
 Infit Mean Square      Outfit Mean Square 
    Mean    0.92             Mean    0.96 
    SD      0.35             SD      0.57 
 
      Infit t                  Outfit t 
    Mean   -0.19             Mean   -0.03 
    SD      0.92             SD      0.87 
 
   0 case with zero scores 
   2 cases with perfect scores 
   4 cases with no data 
 
5.10.1 Interpretation of combined perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and   
            learning of English in the RTAFA 
As shown in Figures 5.17a and 5.17b, the questions have been arranged according to topic 
group on the right-hand side of the diagram. However, this diagram is presented in two pages 
because there are several topics and sub-topics to cover. The diagram on the first page covers 
the preference of studying English and probable reasons to support this opinion as well as the 
class time given, classroom environment, and preference of the teaching styles. The diagram 
on the second page (items en16 to en21) represents the importance of each skill, namely the 
listening, speaking, reading, writing, conversational English and critical thinking skills. They 
are all multiple threshold questions (partial credit questions). In this diagram, each x 
represents two respondents. 
 
From these diagrams, Question en12 “Enough Teaching Aids” was highest on the scale with a 
threshold value of 1.99 and received the lowest endorsement. The question scored 122 
positive responses out of 468 responses. Question en15 “Student-centered” was second 
highest on the scale and received the next lowest endorsement (145 positive responses out of 
464 responses). The next four questions that are all related to probable reasons to support the 
preference for English study had similar numbers of endorsement. Question en02 “Good 
Background Knowledge” was endorsed by 153 out of the 471 attempting this question 
(threshold value = 1.59), Question en03 “Satisfactory Grades” was endorsed by 183 out of the 
471 attempting this question (threshold value = 1.31), Question en05 “Like Teaching Styles” 
was endorsed by 186 out of the 461 attempting this question (threshold value = 1.23), and 
Question en06 “Easy to Understand” was endorsed by 197 out of the 464 attempting this 
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question (threshold value = 1.13). Question en04 “Useful to Career/Daily Life” received the 
highest endorsement as a single threshold question on these diagrams. It had a threshold value 
of -2.31 and was at the “most popular” end of the scale. The question scored 444 positive 
responses out of 470 responses.         
 
On the left-hand side of Figures 5.17a and 5.17b all respondents are shown together. In Figure 
5.18 (See page 155) the respondents have been arranged by placing the instructors at the left, 
followed by the cadets of every year level in the course. Within each group the approximate 
position of the average score for that group has been shown with two dots (..). 
 
The raw and scaled scores for the instructors and the cadets were obtained from table 4 of the 
Quest analysis output. Table 5.19 shows the summary statistics for raw scores and scaled 
scores of the instructors and the cadets respectively. 
 
Table 5.19 Summary statistics for combined perceptions of attitudes towards the   
                        teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA 
 
Raw Score Instructors Cadets Scaled Score Instructors Cadets  
Count 9         469* Count 9 469  
Mean 
   25.56      25.83 Mean      0.83        0.86  
Standard 
Deviation 
     4.45        4.60 Standard 
Deviation 
     0.76        0.85  
 
* Cadets 475 – 6 = 469 
 
These statistics were used to compare the results for the instructors and the cadets in the same 
way as used for the previous scale. If individual respondents did not respond to the 
questionnaire, they were not included in the count. Perfect scores for persons or items and 
zero scores for persons or items were very rare. Such persons or items were also excluded. In 
this analysis, there were four cases with no data and two cases with perfect scores. 
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No Instructor Student 
3.78 3  XXX 
3.01 4  XXXX 
2.85 2  XX 
2.65 1  X 
2.53 6  XXXXXX 
2.34 1  X 
2.16 21  XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 
2.13 1  X 
2.06 1  X 
2.00 1  X 
1.86 29 X XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 
1.77 1  X 
1.59 36 XX XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 
1.51 1  X 
1.49 2  XX 
1.48 1  X 
1.44 1  X 
1.36 36  XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 
1.25 1  X 
1.22 3  XXX 
1.19 1  X 
1.14 38  XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 
1.02 1  X 
1.00 1  X 
0.93 41 XX XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 
0.92 1  X 
0.91 1  X 
0.88 1  X 
0.85 1  X .. 
0.82 1 .. X 
0.79 3  XXX 
0.74 39  XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 
0.73 1  X 
0.70 1  X 
0.68 1 X  
0.62 1  X 
0.60 1  X 
0.57 1  X 
0.56 39  XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 
0.44 1  X 
0.42 1  X 
0.40 1  X 
0.38 28  XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 
0.34 1  X 
0.31 1  X 
0.29 1  X 
0.27 1  X 
0.24 1  X 
0.21 27  XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 
0.17 2  XX 
0.16 1  X 
0.14 1 X  
0.09 1  X 
0.05 20  XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 
0.01 1  X 
-0.04 2 X X 
-0.07 1  X 
-0.08 1  X 
-0.10 2  XX 
-0.10 16  XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 
-0.15 1  X 
-0.24 2 X X 
-0.25 10  XXXXXXXXXX 
-0.38 2  XX 
-0.40 4  XXXX 
-0.54 4  XXXX 
-0.67 4  XXXX 
-0.80 2  XX 
-0.82 2  XX 
-0.92 2  XX 
-1.05 3  XXX 
-1.17 1  X 
-1.43 1  X 
-1.50 1  X 
-1.57 1  X 
-2.48 1  X 
 
Figure 5.18   Perceptions of attitudes of the instructors and the cadets towards the   
                       teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA
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5.10.2 Effect Size Estimates 
The results from calculations of effect sizes for the instructors and the cadets are shown in 
Tables 5.20. 
Table 5.20 Effect size estimates for difference between the instructors and the cadets 
on combined perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of 
English in the RTAFA 
 
Raw score Rasch score Cadet-Instructor 
(N=469)    (N=9) Cadet Instructor Cadet Instructor 
Mean 25.83 25.56 0.86 0.83 
Mean Difference 0.27 0.03 
Stand. Dev. 4.60 4.45 0.85 0.76 
Pooled Stand. Dev. 4.60 0.85 
Effect Size 0.06 0.04 
 
There was a very small difference between the instructors and the cadets on the Combined 
perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA scale, 
using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. It was decided not to graph these very 
small differences.  
 
The results from Table 5.20 can be summarised as follows. The perceptions of attitudes 
towards the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA of the instructors and the cadets 
barely differ.     
 
5.11 Combined perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire (scale 7) 
Figure 5.19 (See page 157) shows the combined perceptions of evaluation of the 
questionnaire and Table 5.21 shows the summary statistics for the seventh scale (combined 
perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire).  
 
Table 5.21   Summary statistics for combined perceptions of evaluation of the   
                     questionnaire 
 
Item Estimates (Thresholds) all on all  
(N = 484 L = 7  Probability Level=0.50) 
Case Estimates all on all  
(N = 475 L = 7 Probability Level=0.50) 
Summary of item Estimates 
Mean                          0.00 
SD                            0.78 
SD (adjusted)                 0.78 
Reliability of estimate       1.00 
 
Fit Statistics 
 Infit Mean Square      Outfit Mean Square 
    Mean    0.96             Mean    0.92 
    SD      0.12             SD      0.18 
 
      Infit t                  Outfit t 
    Mean   -0.08             Mean  -0.25 
    SD      1.46             SD     1.27 
 
   0 item with zero scores 
   0 item with perfect scores 
Summary of case Estimates 
Mean                          1.36 
SD                            0.85 
SD (adjusted)                 0.00 
Reliability of estimate       0.00 
 
Fit Statistics 
 Infit Mean Square      Outfit Mean Square 
    Mean    0.99             Mean    0.97 
    SD      0.36             SD      0.71 
 
      Infit t                  Outfit t 
    Mean    0.14             Mean    0.18 
    SD      0.74             SD      0.67 
 
   1 case with zero scores 
 299 cases with perfect scores 
   8 cases with no data 
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Chaisri Initial Data Q48-Q54 (Run 1)                                                                          
Item Estimates (Thresholds)               
all on all (N = 484 L = 7 Probability Level= .50)                                                             
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
  2.0  XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX   |Instruct Question Ability Object Irrelevant Omit Layout 
                              | 
                              | 
                              | 
                              | 
                              | 
                              | 
                              | 
                              | 
                              | 
                              |                                            ev06 No Issues Omit 
                              | 
                              | 
                   XXXXXXXX   | 
  1.0                         | 
                              | 
                          X   | 
                              | 
                              | 
                              | 
                              |         ev02 No Unclear or Ambiguous Questions 
                              | 
                              |                          ev04 No Objection to Any Questions 
                        XXX   | 
                              | 
                              | 
                              | 
  0.0                         | 
                              | 
                              | 
                              |                                 ev05 No Irrelevant Questions 
                              | 
                         XX   |ev01 Clear & Easy Instructions 
                              | 
                              | 
                              | 
                              | 
                              |                  ev03 Can Answer All Questions 
                              | 
                              | 
                              | 
 -1.0                         |                                                 ev07 Clear 
                          X   | 
                              | 
                              | 
                              | 
                              | 
                              | 
                              | 
                              | 
                              | 
                              | 
                              | 
                              | 
                              | 
 -2.0                         | 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
  Each X represents    5 respondents 
============================================================== 
 
Figure 5.19   Combined perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire 
 
5.11.1     Interpretation of combined perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire 
As for Figures 5.1, 5.4a, 5.4b, 5.7, 5.10, 5.13, 5.17a, and 5.17b, the questions in Figure 5.19 
have been arranged according to topic group on the right-hand side of the diagram. However, 
for this diagram each x represents five respondents instead of three respondents as shown in 
most of the diagrams.                 
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Items ev01 to ev07 are all single threshold questions. Question ev06 “No Issues Omit” was 
highest on the scale with a threshold value of 1.26 and received the lowest endorsement. The 
question scored only 87 positive responses out of 468 responses. Question ev02 “No Unclear 
or Ambiguous Questions” was second highest on the scale and received the next lowest 
endorsement (115 positive responses out of 462 responses). Question ev04 “No Objection to 
Any Questions” was endorsed by 118 out of the 458 attempting this question (threshold value 
= 0.42) whereas Question ev05 “No Irrelevant Questions” was endorsed by 141 out of the 469 
attempting this question (threshold value = -0.20). Question ev01 “Clear & Easy Instructions” 
scored 142 positive responses out of 464 responses with a threshold value of -0.32. Question 
ev03 “Can Answer All Questions” scored 150 positive responses out of 462 responses with a 
threshold value of -0.69. Question ev07 “Clear (Layout)” received the highest endorsement of 
all the questions in this diagram. The question scored 159 positive responses out of 472 
responses. It had a threshold value of -1.00 and was at the “most popular” end of the scale (at 
the bottom). 
 
On the left-hand side of Figure 5.19 all respondents are shown together. However, in this case 
another diagram to present the respondents by placing the instructors at the left followed by 
the cadets of every year level in the course as shown in Figures 5.14 and 5.18 is omitted. This 
is because all the nine instructors had perfect scores. As mentioned in the Interpretation of 
each analysis, if individual respondents did not respond to the questionnaire, they were not 
included in the count. Perfect scores for persons or items and zero scores for persons or items 
were also excluded. Therefore, if this diagram is presented, it will be exactly the same as 
Figure 5.11 shown earlier in the analysis of the fourth scale and the summary statistics 
presented in Table 5.13. For the Combined perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire 
(scale 7), there were 299 cases with perfect scores, consisting of 9, 73, 47, 42, 57 and 71 cases 
with perfect scores for the instructors and the first year to the fifth year respectively. There 
were 8 cases with no data and 1 case with zero score. 
 
5.12 Category questions in the student questionnaire 
From the student questionnaire, although four analyses were conducted, there were actually 
six sections, consisting of Personal information, English educational background, The English 
curriculum of the Royal Thai Air Force Academy (RTAFA), Attitudes towards the teaching 
and learning of English in the academy, Motivation for studying English in the academy and 
Evaluation of the questionnaire. Category questions were not included in these four analyses. 
Consequently, some of these question items were examined and analysed in order to see 
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whether they had any influence on the perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA 
(C1), the perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA 
(C2), the perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA (C3) and the 
perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire (C4). Most of the category questions were in 
section 1 (Personal information) and section 2 (English educational background) whereas 
some other category questions were in the other sections. In conducting these analyses, eight 
category questions were examined, namely question items 5, 6, 7 and 8 in section 1 (See 
Appendix 21 – Main Questionnaire  A3), question items 27, 28 and 31 in section 2 (See 
Appendix 21 – Main Questionnaire A4-A5) and question item 77 in section 4 (See Appendix 
21 – Main Questionnaire A11). 
 
5.13 Overview of the analysis of category questions from the student   
          questionnaire 
Based on the electronic data file of the student questionnaire using Microsoft Excel, each 
category question chosen to be analysed and the estimate (scaled score) of each student in the 
individual perceptions (C1, C2, C3, and C4) were sorted according to the responses of 
interest. Then, the summary statistics (count, means, and standard deviations) were calculated 
for each perception. These summary statistics were used to determine the magnitude of 
difference between the various responses of interest. For a single threshold question, usually 
only two responses were looked at. However, for a multiple threshold question, a few or 
several responses were examined.  
 
5.14 Category Question 5 – Bangkok or non-Bangkok hometown 
This category question focussed on the hometown of the cadets, whether their hometown was 
Bangkok, coded as 1 or Others, coded as 2 (See Appendix 21 – Main Questionnaire A3). 
From the data file, 157 cadets chose 1 whereas 316 cadets chose 2 out of the total number of 
475. Table 5.22 shows the summary statistics of the two responses for each individual 
perception, namely the perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA (C1), the 
perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA (C2), the 
perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA (C3) and the perceptions of 
evaluation of the questionnaire (C4). 
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Table 5.22   Summary statistics for the responses coded 1 (Bangkok) and 2 (Non-   
                     Bangkok) for each individual perception 
 
Perceptions C1      
 English 
Curriculum 
C2  
  Teaching & 
Learning 
Attitudes 
C3  
Motivations 
C4   
 Evaluation of 
Questionnaire 
 
     BKK   NonB      BKK   NonB     BKK   NonB    BKK   NonB 
 
Count 
     156      315      156      312      142      295       56      118  
Mean 
    0.35     0.50     0.85     0.88     1.44     1.41    1.28     1.41  
Standard 
Deviation 
    0.98     0.82     0.88     0.81     1.04     0.97    0.79     0.87  
 
Key: BKK = Bangkok  
         NonB = Non-Bangkok  
 
These statistics were used to compare results for pairs of perceptions. Coe’s spreadsheet (Coe, 
2000) was used to calculate these effect sizes and they were reported and described using 
Cohen’s (1969, 1988) effect size descriptors and Izard’s (2004) assigned ranges as before. If 
individual students did not respond to the questionnaire, they were not included in the count. 
Perfect scores for persons or items and zero scores for persons or items were also excluded. 
Therefore, the number of respondents in C1, C2, C3 and C4 may be similar to or differ from 
one perception category to another. 
 
5.14.1 Effect Size Estimates 
The results from calculations of effect sizes for each comparison are shown in Appendix 34. 
They can be summarised as follows. The fact that the cadets were from Bangkok or Others 
(Non-Bangkok) does not have much influence at all on the perceptions of the English 
curriculum of the RTAFA (C1), the perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning 
of English in the RTAFA (C2), the perceptions of motivation for studying English in the 
RTAFA (C3), and the perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire (C4). In each case the 
differences were small or very small. Therefore, it was decided not to graph these differences. 
 
5.15 Category Question 6 – Relatives with English as a native language           
This category question examined whether the students have parents, brothers and sisters, or 
relatives who speak English as a native language or not. If the students answered “No”, their 
response was coded as 1 whereas the “Yes” response was coded as 2 (See Appendix 21 – 
Main Questionnaire A3). Out of the total number of 475 cadets, 453 chose 1, only 21 chose 2 
and 1 cadet omitted the item. Table 5.23 shows the summary statistics of the two responses 
for each individual perception as mentioned earlier. 
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Table 5.23   Summary statistics for the responses coded 1 (No Relatives) and 2 (Have   
                     Relatives) for each individual perception 
 
Perceptions C1      
 English 
Curriculum 
C2  
  Teaching & 
Learning 
Attitudes 
C3  
Motivations 
C4   
 Evaluation of 
Questionnaire 
 
    NoR   HaveR        NoR   HaveR   NoR    HaveR   NoR    HaveR 
 
Count 
    452         20     449         20   420           18   164           10  
Mean 
   0.46      0.15    0.87      0.90  1.42        1.49  1.38        1.22  
Standard 
Deviation 
   0.86      1.17    0.84      0.61  0.99        1.08  0.84        0.99  
 
Key: NoR = No relatives with English as a native language  
         HaveR = Have relatives with English as a native language  
 
As for category question 5, these statistics were used to compare results for pairs of 
perceptions.  
 
5.15.1   Effect Size Estimates                              
The results from calculations of effect sizes for each comparison are shown in Appendix 35. 
They can be summarised as follows. As before, the fact that the cadets have parents, brothers 
and sisters, or relatives who speak English as a native language or not does not appear to have 
much influence at all on the perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA (C1), the 
perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA (C2), the 
perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA (C3), and the perceptions of 
evaluation of the questionnaire (C4). In each case the differences were small or very small. 
Therefore, it was decided not to graph these differences.     
 
5.16 Category Question 7 - Speaking English with relatives who are native   
           English speakers 
This category question was related to the category question 6. It examined further whether the 
students who have parents, brothers and sisters, or relatives who speak English as a native 
language speak English to these persons or not. If the students answered “No”, their response 
was coded as 1 whereas the “Yes” response was coded as 2 (See Appendix 21 – Main 
Questionnaire A3). From the data file, 11 students chose 1 whereas 9 students chose 2 out of 
the twenty students. Table 5.24 shows the summary statistics of the two responses for each 
individual perception. 
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Table 5.24   Summary statistics for the responses coded 1 (Not Speak) and 2 (Speak) for   
                     each individual perception 
 
Perceptions C1      
 English 
Curriculum 
C2  
  Teaching & 
Learning 
Attitudes 
C3  
Motivations 
C4   
 Evaluation of 
Questionnaire 
 
 Not Spk  Speak Not Spk  Speak Not Spk  Speak Not Spk  Speak 
 
Count 
    11             8      11            8      10            7       5             4    
Mean 
 0.33       -0.24   0.72       1.07   1.22       1.60  1.26        1.23  
Standard 
Deviation 
 0.81        1.53   0.72       0.39   0.94       1.12  0.72        1.51  
 
Key: Not Spk = Not speak English with relatives who are native English speakers  
         Speak = Speak English with relatives who are native English speakers  
 
These statistics were used to compare results for pairs of perceptions as for previous category 
questions. If individual students did not respond to the questionnaire, they were not included 
in the count. Perfect scores for persons or items and zero scores for persons or items were also 
excluded. 
 
5.16.1   Effect Size Estimates 
The results from calculations of effect sizes for each comparison are shown in Appendix 36. 
They can be summarised as follows. The fact that the cadets, having parents, brothers and 
sisters, or relatives who speak English as a native language and speak English to these persons 
has an influence on the perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA (C1) and the 
perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA (C2). 
However, this does not have much influence on the perceptions of motivation for studying 
English in the RTAFA (C3), and on the perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire (C4).    
In each case the number of respondents was very small. Therefore, it was decided not to graph 
these differences.     
 
5.17   Category Question 8 - Influence of the first foreign language learned 
This category question is a multiple option of response question. It investigated whether the 
foreign language that each cadet started to learn first had an influence on the perceptions of 
the English curriculum of the RTAFA (C1), the perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching 
and learning of English in the RTAFA (C2), the perceptions of motivation for studying 
English in the RTAFA (C3), and the perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire (C4) or 
not (See Appendix 21 – Main Questionnaire A3). Seven responses were offered in this item 
question. However, only three responses were looked at and analysed due to the significant 
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number of these responses chosen. They included Chinese, English, and Laos, which were 
coded as 3, 4 and 5 respectively. From the data file, 12 cadets chose 3 (Chinese) whereas 427 
cadets chose 4 (English) and 24 cadets chose 5 (Laos) out of the total number of 475. Tables 
5.25, 5.26, 5.27 and 5.28 show the summary statistics of these three responses for each 
individual perception as mentioned earlier. 
 
Table 5.25   Summary statistics for the responses coded 3, 4 and 5 for the Perceptions of   
                     the English curriculum of the RTAFA (C1)  
 
 
Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA (C1) 
 
Chinese (3) English (4) Laos (5) 
Count 12 427 24 
Mean 
          0.11              0.46            0.42 
Standard 
Deviation 
          1.37              0.87            0.93 
 
Pairwise Comparisons: ↑_______________↑ 
                                        ↑______________________________↑ 
                                                                               ↑______________↑ 
 
Table 5.26   Summary statistics for the responses coded 3, 4 and 5 for the Perceptions of   
                     attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA (C2)  
 
 
Perceptions of the attitudes towards the teaching and learning 
of English in the RTAFA (C2) 
 
Chinese (3) English (4) Laos (5) 
Count 
 12 423 24 
Mean 
          1.15              0.88            0.80 
Standard 
Deviation 
          0.83              0.84            0.88 
 
Pairwise Comparisons: ↑_______________↑ 
                                        ↑______________________________↑ 
                                                                               ↑______________↑ 
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Table 5.27   Summary statistics for the responses coded 3, 4 and 5 for the Perceptions of   
                     motivation for studying English in the RTAFA (C3)  
 
 
Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA (C3) 
 
Chinese (3) English (4) Laos (5) 
Count 12 395 23 
Mean 
            1.18               1.44              1.17 
Standard 
Deviation 
            1.01               1.00              0.79 
 
Pairwise Comparisons: ↑_______________↑ 
                                         ↑_______________________________↑ 
                                                                               ↑_______________↑ 
 
Table 5.28   Summary statistics for the responses coded 3, 4 and 5 for the Perceptions of   
                     evaluation of the questionnaire (C4) 
 
 
Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire (C4) 
 
Chinese (3) English (4) Laos (5) 
Count 6 154 10 
Mean 
           1.13               1.39              1.04 
Standard 
Deviation 
           1.18               0.83              0.89 
 
Pairwise Comparisons: ↑_______________↑ 
                                         ↑_______________________________↑ 
                                                                               ↑_______________↑ 
 
As for the previous category questions, these statistics were used to compare results for pairs 
of perceptions. In this analysis, pairwise comparisons between language groups were 
conducted. 
 
5.17.1   Effect Size Estimates 
The results from calculations of effect sizes for each of the pairwise comparisons between 
language groups on each individual perception are shown in Appendix 37. They can be 
summarized as follows. The issue whether the cadets started to learn Chinese or English, 
Chinese or Laos, or English or Laos first as a foreign language does not have much influence 
at all on the perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA (C1), the perceptions of 
attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA (C2), the perceptions of 
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motivation for studying English in the RTAFA (C3), and the perceptions of evaluation of the 
questionnaire (C4). In each case the differences were small, or very small. Therefore, it was 
decided not to graph these small or very small differences. 
  
5.18   Category Question 27 – Prior or no prior experience studying English   
          with native English instructors 
This category question examined whether the cadets had a chance to study English with 
native English instructors before attending the Royal Thai Air Force Academy or not. If the 
students answered “No”, their response was coded as 0 whereas the “Yes” response was 
coded as 1 (See Appendix 21 – Main Questionnaire A4). From the data file, 160 cadets chose 
0 whereas 315 cadets chose 1 out of the total number of 475. Table 5.29 shows the summary 
statistics of the two responses for each individual perception. 
 
Table 5.29   Summary statistics for the responses coded 0 (No Prior English Instructors)   
                     and 1 (Prior English Instructors) for each individual perception 
 
Perceptions C1      
 English 
Curriculum 
C2  
  Teaching & 
Learning 
Attitudes 
C3  
Motivations 
C4   
 Evaluation of 
Questionnaire 
 
   No     Eng Instr   No      Eng Instr   No     Eng Instr   No     Eng Instr 
 
Count 
 160         313  159         311  147        292    53        122  
Mean 0.65        0.35 0.84        0.88 1.27       1.49 1.27       1.39  
Standard 
Deviation 
0.89        0.86 0.96        0.77 0.98       0.99 0.85       0.85  
 
Key: No = No prior experience studying English with native English instructors  
         Eng Instr = Prior experience studying English with native English instructors  
 
These statistics were used to compare results for pairs of perceptions. As before if individual 
students did not respond to the questionnaire, they were not included in the count. Perfect 
scores for persons or items and zero scores for persons or items were also excluded. 
 
5.18.1   Effect Size Estimates 
The results from calculations of effect sizes for each comparison are shown in Appendix 38. 
They can be summarised as follows. Whether the cadets had a chance to study English with 
native English instructors before attending the Royal Thai Air Force Academy or not does not 
appear to affect the perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA (C1), the perceptions 
of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA (C2), the perceptions 
of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA (C3), and the perceptions of evaluation of 
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the questionnaire (C4). In each case the differences were small or very small. Therefore, it 
was decided not to graph these differences.     
 
5.19   Category Question 28 – Preference for category of instructors 
This category question was related to the category question 27 analysed above. It examined 
further about the preferences of those who had a chance to study English with native English 
instructors before attending the RTAFA. Three responses were offered in this item question. 
The students were asked to choose whether they would like to study English with Thai 
instructors only, coded as 1, or with native English instructors only, coded as 2, or with both 
Thai and native English instructors, coded as 3 (See Appendix 21 – Main Questionnaire A4). 
From the data file, only 9 students chose 1 whereas 53 students chose 2 and 247 students 
chose 3 out of the 475 students. Tables 5.30, 5.31, 5.32 and 5.33 show the summary statistics 
of these three responses for each individual perception.  
 
Table 5.30   Summary statistics for the responses coded 1, 2 and 3 for the Perceptions of   
                     the English curriculum of the RTAFA (C1)  
 
 
Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA (C1) 
 
Thai Instructors only 
(1) 
English Instructors only 
(2) 
Both Thai & English 
Instructors (3) 
Count 9 52 246 
Mean 
            0.86                  0.09                 0.37 
Standard 
Deviation 
            0.67                  0.87                 0.85 
 
Pairwise Comparisons:                                       ↑___________________↑ 
                                      ↑____________________________________↑                                                                             
                ↑________________↑ 
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Table 5.31   Summary statistics for the responses coded 1, 2 and 3 for the Perceptions of   
                     attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA (C2)  
 
 
Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the 
RTAFA (C2) 
 
Thai Instructors only 
(1) 
English Instructors only 
(2) 
Both Thai & English 
Instructors (3) 
Count 8 52 245 
Mean 
            0.64                  0.92                  0.88 
Standard 
Deviation 
            0.70                  0.72                  0.78 
 
Pairwise Comparisons:                                       ↑___________________↑ 
                                      ↑____________________________________↑                                                                             
                ↑________________↑ 
 
 
Table 5.32   Summary statistics for the responses coded 1, 2 and 3 for the Perceptions of   
                     motivation for studying English in the RTAFA (C3)  
 
 
Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA (C3) 
 
Thai Instructors only 
(1) 
English Instructors only 
(2) 
Both Thai & English 
Instructors (3) 
Count 8 46 232 
Mean 
            0.64                  1.56                  1.51 
Standard 
Deviation 
            0.54                  0.95                  1.01 
 
Pairwise Comparisons:                                       ↑___________________↑ 
                                      ↑____________________________________↑                                                                             
                ↑________________↑ 
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Table 5.33   Summary statistics for the responses coded 1, 2 and 3 for the Perceptions of   
                     evaluation of the questionnaire (C4)  
 
 
Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire  (C4) 
 
Thai Instructors only 
(1) 
English Instructors only 
(2) 
Both Thai & English 
Instructors (3) 
Count 2 23 95 
Mean 
            0.83                  1.15                 1.45 
Standard 
Deviation 
            1.63                  0.99                 0.80 
 
Pairwise Comparisons:                                       ↑___________________↑ 
                                      ↑____________________________________↑                                                                             
                ↑________________↑ 
 
As for the previous category questions, these statistics were used to compare results for pairs 
of perceptions. In this analysis pairwise comparisons between categories of instructors were 
conducted. 
 
5.19.1   Effect Size Estimates 
The results from calculations of effect sizes for each of the comparisons are shown in 
Appendix 39. They can be summarised as follows.  
 
Figure 5.20 shows the comparisons between categories of instructors on the perceptions of the 
English curriculum of the RTAFA (C1).  
Category Question 28: Perceptions of the English 
Curriculum of the RTAFA
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Key:  Effect Size ≤ 0.14  → Very Small;  
0.15 ≤ Effect Size ≤ 0.44→ Small 
0.45 ≤ Effect Size ≤ 0.74→ Medium 
Effect Size ≥ 0.75  → Large 
 
Figure 5.20 Perceptions of English curriculum effect sizes for pairs of categories of 
instructors compared with Cohen’s standard and Izard’s assigned ranges  
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In terms of the perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA (C1), the perceptions of 
the cadets who preferred to have native English instructors only and those who preferred to 
have both Thai and native English instructors do not differ much. However, the perceptions of 
the cadets who preferred to have Thai instructors only and those who preferred to have both 
Thai and native English instructors differ to some extent whereas the perceptions of the cadets 
who preferred to have Thai instructors only and those who preferred to have native English 
instructors only differ greatly.  
 
In terms of the perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the 
RTAFA (C2), the perceptions of the cadets who preferred to have Thai instructors only, 
native English instructors only, or both Thai and native English instructors do not differ much 
at all. In each case the differences were small or very small. Therefore, it was decided not to 
graph these small or very small differences. 
 
Figure 5.21 shows the comparisons between categories of instructors on the perceptions of 
motivation for studying English in the RTAFA (C3).  
 
Category Question 28: Perceptions of Motivation for 
Studying English in the RTAFA
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Key:  Effect Size ≤ 0.14  → Very Small;  
0.15 ≤ Effect Size ≤ 0.44→ Small 
0.45 ≤ Effect Size ≤ 0.74→ Medium 
Effect Size ≥ 0.75  → Large 
 
Figure 5.21 Perceptions of motivation for studying English effect sizes for pairs   
                        of categories of instructors compared with Cohen’s standard and   
                        Izard’s assigned ranges 
 
In terms of the perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA (C3), the 
perceptions of the cadets who preferred to have native English instructors only and those who 
preferred to have both Thai and native English instructors barely differ. However, the cadets 
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who preferred to have Thai instructors only and those who preferred to have both Thai and 
native English instructors as well as the cadets who preferred to have Thai instructors only 
and those who preferred to have native English instructors only differ greatly on these 
perceptions.  
 
Figure 5.22 shows the comparisons between categories of instructors on the perceptions of 
evaluation of the questionnaire.  
 
Category Question 28: Perceptions of Evaluation of the 
Questionnaire
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Key:  Effect Size ≤ 0.14  → Very Small;  
0.15 ≤ Effect Size ≤ 0.44→ Small 
0.45 ≤ Effect Size ≤ 0.74→ Medium 
Effect Size ≥ 0.75  → Large 
 
Figure 5.22 Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire effect sizes for pairs   
                        of categories of instructors compared with Cohen’s standard and   
                        Izard’s assigned ranges 
 
In terms of the perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire (C4), the perceptions of the 
cadets who preferred to have native English instructors only and those who preferred to have 
both Thai and native English instructors do not differ much. Similarly, the perceptions of the 
cadets who preferred to have Thai instructors only and those who preferred to have native 
English instructors only do not differ much either. However, the perceptions of the cadets 
who preferred to have Thai instructors only and those who preferred to have both Thai and 
native English instructors differ greatly.   
 
5.20   Category Question 31 – Students’ grades for English 
This category question investigates the average grade the students received for the subject of 
the English language while at the RTAFA. Eight responses were offered in this multiple 
option of response question, starting from the F Grade, coded as 0, followed by the D, D+, C, 
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C+, B, B+ and A Grades, coded as 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 and 7 respectively. In this analysis, four 
responses were examined and analysed, consisting of the A, B, C and D Grades. If the 
students marked the A Grade, their response was coded as 7. For those who chose the B 
Grade, their response was coded as 5. If the students marked the C Grade, their response was 
coded as 3 whereas those with the D Grade were assigned the code 1 (See Appendix 21 – 
Main Questionnaire A5). From the data file, out of the 475 students, 44 students chose 7; 116 
students chose 5; 102 students chose 3 and 31 students chose 1. The summary statistics of 
these four responses for each individual perception are shown in Tables 5.34, 5.35, 5.36 and 
5.37. 
 
Table 5.34   Summary statistics for the responses coded 1, 3, 5 and 7 for the Perceptions     
                     of the English curriculum of the RTAFA (C1)  
 
 Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA (C1) 
 D Grade (1) C Grade (3) B Grade (5) A Grade (7) 
Count 30 102 116 44 
Mean 
           0.43          0.50           0.49          0.29 
Standard 
Deviation 
           1.01          0.77           0.92          1.00 
 
Pairwise Comparisons:                                                                ↑____________↑ 
                                                                         ↑_________________________↑ 
                                        ↑_______________________________________↑ 
                                                                         ↑____________↑ 
                                        ↑__________________________↑ 
                                        ↑_____________↑ 
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Table 5.35   Summary statistics for the responses coded 1, 3, 5 and 7 for the Perceptions     
                     of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA   
                     (C2)  
 
 Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the 
RTAFA (C2)  
 D Grade (1) C Grade (3) B Grade (5) A Grade (7) 
Count 30 100 116 43 
Mean 
           0.29          0.74          0.97         1.18 
Standard 
Deviation 
           0.80          0.78          0.91         0.78 
 
Pairwise Comparisons:                                                                ↑____________↑ 
                                                                         ↑_________________________↑ 
                                        ↑_______________________________________↑ 
                                                                         ↑____________↑ 
                                        ↑__________________________↑ 
                                        ↑_____________↑ 
 
 
Table 5.36   Summary statistics for the responses coded 1, 3, 5 and 7 for the Perceptions     
                     of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA (C3)  
 
 Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA (C3) 
 D Grade (1) C Grade (3) B Grade (5) A Grade (7) 
Count 29 91 111 37 
Mean 
           1.02         1.29          1.53         1.86 
Standard 
Deviation 
           0.91         0.92          0.99         1.14 
 
Pairwise Comparisons:                                                                ↑____________↑ 
                                                                         ↑_________________________↑ 
                                        ↑_______________________________________↑ 
                                                                         ↑____________↑ 
                                        ↑__________________________↑ 
                                        ↑_____________↑ 
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Table 5.37   Summary statistics for the responses coded 1, 3, 5 and 7 for the Perceptions     
                     of evaluation of the questionnaire (C4)  
 
 Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire (C4) 
 D Grade (1) C Grade (3) B Grade (5) A Grade (7) 
Count 15 31 39 15 
Mean 
           1.54         1.30         1.45         1.49 
Standard 
Deviation 
           0.65         0.93         0.67         0.68 
 
Pairwise Comparisons:                                                                ↑____________↑ 
                                                                         ↑_________________________↑ 
                                        ↑_______________________________________↑ 
                                                                         ↑____________↑ 
                                        ↑__________________________↑ 
                                        ↑_____________↑ 
 
These statistics were used to compare results for pairs of perceptions as before. If individual 
students did not respond to the questionnaire, they were not included in the count. Perfect 
scores for persons or items and zero scores for persons or items were also excluded. In this 
analysis pairwise comparisons between students’ academic grade groups were conducted. 
 
5.20.1   Effect Size Estimates 
The results from calculations of effect sizes for each of the comparisons are shown in 
Appendix 40. They can be summarised as follows.   
 
In terms of the perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA (C1), the perceptions of 
the students between academic grade groups for the subject of the English language while at 
the RTAFA do not have much difference at all. In each case the differences were small or 
very small. Therefore, it was decided not to graph these small or very small differences.   
 
Figure 5.23 shows the comparisons between academic grade groups on the perceptions of 
attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA.  
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Category Question 31: Perceptions of Attitudes towards 
the Teaching and Learning of English in the RTAFA
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Key:  Effect Size ≤ 0.14  → Very Small;  
0.15 ≤ Effect Size ≤ 0.44→ Small 
0.45 ≤ Effect Size ≤ 0.74→ Medium 
Effect Size ≥ 0.75  → Large 
 
Figure 5.23 Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English   
                        effect sizes for pairs of students’ academic grade groups compared   
                        with Cohen’s standard and Izard’s assigned ranges 
 
In terms of the perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the 
RTAFA (C2), the perceptions between the students with A and B grades for the subject of the 
English language while at the RTAFA and those with B and C grades do not differ much. 
However, the perceptions between the students with A and C grades and those with C and D 
grades differ to some extent whereas the perceptions between the students with A and D 
grades and those with B and D grades differ greatly. 
 
Figure 5.24 shows the comparisons between academic grade groups on the perceptions of 
motivation for studying English in the RTAFA (C3).  
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Category Question 31: Perceptions of Motivation for 
Studying English in the RTAFA
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Key:  Effect Size ≤ 0.14  → Very Small;  
0.15 ≤ Effect Size ≤ 0.44→ Small 
0.45 ≤ Effect Size ≤ 0.74→ Medium 
Effect Size ≥ 0.75  → Large 
 
Figure 5.24 Perceptions of motivation for studying English effect sizes for pairs   
                        of students’ academic grade groups compared with Cohen’s standard   
                        and Izard’s assigned ranges 
 
In terms of the perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA (C3), the 
perceptions between the students with A and B grades for the subject of the English language 
while at the RTAFA do not differ much. Similarly, those between the students with B and C 
grades and students with C and D grades do not differ much either. However, the perceptions 
between the students with A and C grades and those with B and D grades differ to some 
extent whereas the perceptions between the students with A and D grades differ greatly. 
 
In terms of the perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire (C4), the perceptions of the 
students between academic grade groups for the subject of the English language while at the 
RTAFA do not have much difference. In each case the differences were small or very small. 
Therefore, it was decided not to graph these small or very small differences.   
 
5.21   Category Question 77 – Preference for the number of students in class   
This category question is a multiple option of response question with five responses offered. It 
investigated whether the cadets’ preferences for the number of the students in an English class 
while studying at the RTAFA had an influence on the perceptions of the English curriculum 
of the RTAFA (C1), the perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English 
in the RTAFA (C2), the perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA (C3), 
and the perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire (C4) or not (See Appendix 21 – Main 
Questionnaire A11). Four responses were examined and analysed, consisting of the cadets 
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who had preferences for the number of the students in each English class, coded as 1, 2 and 3 
and those who did not have any preferences for this issue, coded as 0. The response of the 
cadets who preferred to have no more than 10 students in an English class was coded as 1 
whereas the one of those who preferred to have 11 to 20 students in each class was codes as 2. 
The response of the cadets who preferred to have 21 to 30 students in each class was coded as 
3. For those who had no preferences for the number of the students in each class, their 
response was coded as 0 in this context. From the data file, 144 cadets chose 1 whereas 196 
cadets chose 2, 79 cadets chose 3 and 45 cadets chose 0 out of the total number of 475. Tables 
5.38, 5.39, 5.40 and 5.41 show the summary statistics of these four responses for each 
individual perception. In this analysis, another response representing the cadets who had 
preferences for the number of the students in each English class (the cadets who marked 1, 2 
and 3 altogether) is included to complement the data in each table so that the comparisons 
between the cadets who had preferences and those who had no preferences for the number of 
students in an English class can be made. 
 
Table 5.38   Summary statistics for the responses coded 1, 2, 3, 0 and View (1+2+3) for   
                     the Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA (C1) 
 
 
Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA (C1) 
 
1-10 (1) 11-20 (2) 21-30 (3) No Pref (0) View (1+2+3) 
Count 144 196 79 45 419 
Mean 
       0.29        0.45       0.66       0.64         0.44 
Standard 
Deviation 
       0.92        0.90       0.80       0.75         0.90 
 
Pairwise Comparisons:↑_______↑ 
                                        ↑_________________↑ 
                                                           ↑_________↑ 
                                                                                                            ↑___________↑ 
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Table 5.39   Summary statistics for the responses coded 1, 2, 3, 0 and View (1+2+3) for   
                     the Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in    
                     the RTAFA (C2) 
 
 
Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the 
RTAFA (C2) 
 
1-10 (1) 11-20 (2) 21-30 (3) No Pref (0) View (1+2+3) 
Count 144 196 79 44 419 
Mean 
       0.86        0.84       1.01       0.71         0.88 
Standard 
Deviation 
       0.81        0.84       0.89       0.70         0.84 
 
Pairwise Comparisons:↑_______↑ 
                                        ↑_________________↑ 
                                                           ↑_________↑ 
                                                                                                            ↑___________↑ 
 
Table 5.40   Summary statistics for the responses coded 1, 2, 3, 0 and View (1+2+3) for   
                     the Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA (C3) 
 
 
Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA (C3) 
 
1-10 (1) 11-20 (2) 21-30 (3) No Pref (0) View (1+2+3) 
Count 132 184 78 40 394 
Mean 
       1.63        1.35       1.24       1.44         1.42 
Standard 
Deviation 
       1.03        0.98       0.86       1.03         0.98 
 
Pairwise Comparisons:↑_______↑ 
                                        ↑_________________↑ 
                                                           ↑_________↑ 
                                                                                                            ↑___________↑ 
 
Table 5.41   Summary statistics for the responses coded 1, 2, 3, 0 and View (1+2+3) for   
                     the Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire (C4) 
 
 
Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire (C4) 
 
1-10 (1) 11-20 (2) 21-30 (3) No Pref (0) View (1+2+3) 
Count 58 75 26 14 159 
Mean 
      1.26       1.44       1.55       1.11         1.39 
Standard 
Deviation 
      0.90       0.86       0.66       0.78         0.85 
 
Pairwise Comparisons:↑_______↑ 
                                        ↑_________________↑ 
                                                           ↑_________↑ 
                                                                                                            ↑___________↑ 
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As for the previous category questions, these statistics were used to compare results for pairs 
of perceptions. In this analysis pairwise comparisons between the students with different 
preferences for the number of students in each English class as well as those who had no 
preferences were conducted. 
 
5.21.1   Effect Size Estimates 
The results from calculations of effect sizes for each of the comparisons are shown in 
Appendix 41. They can be summarised as follows. 
 
In terms of the perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA (C1), there appears to be 
little difference between the students who preferred to have no more than 10 students, 11 to 
20  students, 21 to 30 students and those who had no preferences for the number of students in 
an English class. In each case the differences were small. Therefore, it was decided not to 
graph these small differences.  
 
With respect to perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the 
RTAFA (C2), there appears to be little difference between the students who preferred to have 
no more than 10 students, 11 to 20  students, 21 to 30 students and those who had no 
preferences for the number of students in an English class. In each case the differences were 
small or very small. Therefore, it was decided not to graph these small or very small 
differences.  
 
Similarly, the perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA (C3) showed 
little difference between the students who preferred to have no more than 10 students, 11 to 
20  students, 21 to 30 students and those who had no preferences for the number of students in 
an English class. In each case the differences were small or very small. Therefore, it was 
decided not to graph these small or very small differences.  
 
The perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire (C4) varied little between the students who 
preferred to have no more than 10 students, 11 to 20 students, 21 to 30 students and those who 
had no preferences for the number of students in an English class. In each case the differences 
were small or very small. Therefore, it was decided not to graph these small or very small 
differences.  
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5.22 Category Questions 31 and 77 – Relationships between the students’ 
grades and their preferences for the number of students in each class 
In this analysis, the category questions 31 and 77 were investigated together in order to find 
whether there were relationships between the average grade the students received for the 
subject of the English language while they were studying at the RTAFA, their preferences for 
the number of the students in an English class at the academy and their perceptions of the 
English curriculum of the RTAFA (C1), perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and 
learning of English in the RTAFA (C2), perceptions of motivation for studying English in the 
RTAFA (C3), and perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire (C4). For responses from the 
category question 31, two grades were examined, namely the A grade and the D grade (See 
Appendix 21 – Main Questionnaire A5). As for the category question 77, the same four 
responses were examined and analysed, consisting of the cadets who had preferences for the 
number of the students in each English class, coded as 1, 2 and 3 and those who did not have 
any preferences for this issue, coded as 0 in this context (See Appendix 21 – Main 
Questionnaire A11). The response of the cadets who preferred to have no more than 10 
students in an English class was coded as 1 whereas the one of those who preferred to have 11 
to 20 students in each class was coded as 2. The response of the cadets who preferred to have 
21 to 30 students in each class was coded as 3. For those who had no preferences for the 
number of the students in each class, their response was coded as 0. The summary statistics of 
these pairs of responses for each individual perception are shown in Tables 5.42, 5.43, 5.44, 
and 5.45. 
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Table 5.42   Summary statistics for the pairs of responses for the Perceptions of the   
                     English curriculum of the RTAFA (C1) 
 
 
Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA (C1) 
 
A & 0 A & 3 A & 2 A & 1 D & 0 D & 3 D & 2 D & 1 
Count 7 8 16 12 6 8 10 6 
Mean 
 0.63  0.42   0.45 -0.17  0.79  0.03   0.81 -0.03 
Standard 
Deviation 
 0.76  1.24   1.00  0.94  0.81  0.99   0.85  1.29 
 
Pairwise         ↑______↑                    ↑_______↑ 
Comparisons:↑_____________↑                               ↑_____________↑                                           
                        ↑____________________↑      ↑____________________↑ 
                                         ↑_____________↑              ↑____________↑ 
                        ↑___________________________↑ 
                                         ↑____________________________↑ 
                                                          ↑___________________________↑ 
                                        ↑___________________________↑ 
                                                                        
Key: A = A grade; D = D Grade 
         1 = 1-10 students; 2 = 11-20 students; 3 = 21-30 students 
          0 = No preferences for the number of students in an English class 
 
Table 5.43   Summary statistics for the pairs of responses for the Perceptions of attitudes   
                     towards the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA (C2) 
 
 
Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the 
RTAFA (C2) 
 
 
A & 0 A & 3 A & 2 A & 1 D & 0 D & 3 D & 2 D & 1 
Count 7 8 16 12 6 8 10 6 
Mean 
 0.86  1.37   1.28  1.11  0.57 -0.14   0.58  0.08 
Standard 
Deviation 
 0.57  0.81   0.79  0.88  0.70  1.03   0.70  0.53 
 
Pairwise         ↑______↑                    ↑_______↑ 
Comparisons:↑_____________↑                               ↑_____________↑                                           
                        ↑____________________↑      ↑____________________↑ 
                                         ↑_____________↑              ↑____________↑ 
                        ↑___________________________↑ 
                                         ↑____________________________↑ 
                                                          ↑___________________________↑ 
                                        ↑___________________________↑ 
                                                                        
Key: A = A grade; D = D Grade 
         1 = 1-10 students; 2 = 11-20 students; 3 = 21-30 students 
         0 = No preferences for the number of students in an English class 
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Table 5.44   Summary statistics for the pairs of responses for the Perceptions of   
                     motivation for studying English in the RTAFA (C3) 
 
 
Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA (C3) 
 
 
A & 0 A & 3 A & 2 A & 1 D & 0 D & 3 D & 2 D & 1 
Count 5 8 14 10 6 8 9 6 
Mean 
 1.56  1.35   2.40  1.67  1.83  0.81  0.81  0.79 
Standard 
Deviation 
 1.18  1.16   0.76  1.39  1.41  0.35  0.77  0.70 
 
Pairwise         ↑______↑                    ↑_______↑ 
Comparisons:↑_____________↑                               ↑_____________↑                                           
                        ↑____________________↑      ↑____________________↑ 
                                         ↑_____________↑              ↑____________↑ 
                        ↑___________________________↑ 
                                         ↑____________________________↑ 
                                                          ↑___________________________↑ 
                                        ↑___________________________↑ 
                                                                        
Key: A = A grade; D = D Grade 
         1 = 1-10 students; 2 = 11-20 students; 3 = 21-30 students 
         0 = No preferences for the number of students in an English class 
 
Table 5.45   Summary statistics for the pairs of responses for the Perceptions of   
                     evaluation of the questionnaire (C4) 
 
 
Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire (C4)  
 
 
A & 0 A & 3 A & 2 A & 1 D & 0 D & 3 D & 2 D & 1 
Count 3 4 5 3 2 3 5 5 
Mean 
 1.66  1.68  1.60 0.89  1.41  1.42  1.79  1.43 
Standard 
Deviation 
 0.55  0.45  0.53 1.16  0.81  0.96  0.43  0.74 
 
Pairwise         ↑______↑                    ↑_______↑ 
Comparisons:↑_____________↑                               ↑_____________↑                                           
                        ↑____________________↑      ↑____________________↑ 
                                         ↑_____________↑              ↑____________↑ 
                        ↑___________________________↑ 
                                         ↑____________________________↑ 
                                                          ↑___________________________↑ 
                                        ↑___________________________↑ 
                                                                        
Key: A = A grade; D = D Grade 
         1 = 1-10 students; 2 = 11-20 students; 3 = 21-30 students 
         0 = No preferences for the number of students in an English class 
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These statistics were used to compare results for pairs of perceptions as in previous analyses. 
If individual students did not respond to the questionnaire, they were not included in the 
count. Perfect scores for persons or items and zero scores for persons or items were also 
excluded. As before, pairwise comparisons between students’ academic grade groups and 
their preferences for the number of students in an English class were conducted. 
 
5.22.1   Effect Size Estimates 
The results from calculations of effect sizes for each of the comparisons are shown in 
Appendix 42. They can be summarised in following graphs below. 
 
Figure 5.25 shows the comparisons between the A-student groups and their preferences for 
the number of students in an English class on the perceptions of the English curriculum of the 
RTAFA (C1). 
 
Category Questions 31 & 77: Perceptions of the English 
Curriculum of the RTAFA for A-Students
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Key:  Effect Size ≤ 0.14  → Very Small;  
0.15 ≤ Effect Size ≤ 0.44→ Small 
0.45 ≤ Effect Size ≤ 0.74→ Medium 
Effect Size ≥ 0.75  → Large 
 
Figure 5.25 Perceptions of English curriculum effect sizes for pairs of A-students and 
their preferences for the number of students in each class compared with 
Cohen’s standard effect sizes and Izard’s assigned ranges 
 
In terms of the perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA (C1) for pairs of the A-
students, there appears to be little difference between the A-students who had no preferences 
for the number of students in each English class and those who had preferences for a large 
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class, (21-30 students), or a medium class, (11-20 students) (A & 0 v A & 3 and A & 0 v A & 
2). However, the perceptions between those who had no preferences and those who had 
preferences for a small class, (1-10 students), vary greatly (A & 0 v A & 1). 
 
For the A-students who expressed their preferences for the number of students in each class, 
those who preferred to have a large class and those who preferred to have a small class differ 
to some extent (A & 3 v A & 1). Similarly, there was a medium difference between those who 
preferred to have a medium class and those who had preferences for a small class (A & 2 v A 
& 1). Nevertheless, the perceptions between the A-students who had preferences for a large 
class and a medium class barely differ (A & 3 v A & 2). 
 
Figure 5.26 shows the comparisons between the D-student groups and their preferences for 
the number of students in an English class on the perceptions of the English curriculum of the 
RTAFA (C1). 
 
Category Questions 31 & 77: Perceptions of the English Curriculum of 
the RTAFA for D-Students
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Key:  Effect Size ≤ 0.14  → Very Small;  
0.15 ≤ Effect Size ≤ 0.44→ Small 
0.45 ≤ Effect Size ≤ 0.74→ Medium 
Effect Size ≥ 0.75  → Large 
 
Figure 5.26 Perceptions of English curriculum effect sizes for pairs of D-students and 
their preferences for the number of students in each class compared with 
Cohen’s standard effect sizes and Izard’s assigned ranges 
 
With respect to the D-students, the perceptions between those who did not express their 
preferences and those who preferred to have a large class differ greatly whereas those 
between the students who had no preferences for the number of the students in an English 
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class and those who preferred to have a small class vary to some extent. However, there was a 
very small difference between those who had no preferences and those who had preferences 
for a medium class. 
 
There appears to be large differences between the D-students who preferred to have a large 
class and those who preferred to have a medium class as well as between those who preferred 
to have a medium class and those who preferred to have a small class. However, the 
perceptions between those who had preferences for a large class and those who had 
preferences for a small class barely differ. 
 
Figure 5.27 shows the comparisons between the A-student and D-student groups with the 
same preferences for the number of students in an English class on the perceptions of the 
English curriculum of the RTAFA (C1). 
 
Category Questions 31 & 77: Perceptions of the English Curriculum 
of the RTAFA for A- and D-Students with Same Preferences
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Key:  Effect Size ≤ 0.14  → Very Small;  
0.15 ≤ Effect Size ≤ 0.44→ Small 
0.45 ≤ Effect Size ≤ 0.74→ Medium 
Effect Size ≥ 0.75  → Large 
 
Figure 5.27 Perceptions of English curriculum effect sizes for pairs of A- and D-
students with same preferences compared with Cohen’s standard effect 
sizes and Izard’s assigned ranges 
 
As for the A- and D-students who expressed the same preferences, there appears to be little 
difference between these students. Similarly, those who did not have any preferences (A & 0 
v D & 0) do not differ much either. However, the A- and D-students who preferred to have a 
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small class, 1-10 students, are more in agreement than those who chose larger classes or those 
who had no preferences for this issue as the difference for the former one was very small. 
Figure 5.28 shows the comparisons between the A-student groups and their preferences for 
the number of students in an English class on the perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching 
and learning of English in the RTAFA (C2). 
 
Category Questions 31 & 77: Perceptions of Attitudes towards the Teaching 
and Learning of English in the RTAFA for A-Students
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Key:  Effect Size ≤ 0.14  → Very Small;  
0.15 ≤ Effect Size ≤ 0.44→ Small 
0.45 ≤ Effect Size ≤ 0.74→ Medium 
Effect Size ≥ 0.75  → Large 
 
Figure 5.28 Perceptions of attitudes towards teaching and learning of English effect 
sizes for pairs of A-students and their preferences for the number of 
students in each class compared with Cohen’s standard effect sizes and 
Izard’s assigned ranges 
 
The perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA (C2) 
between the A-students who had no preferences for the number of students in an English class 
and those who preferred to have a large or medium class differ to some extent. However, 
there was a small difference between those who had no preferences and those who preferred 
to have a small class. For the A-students who expressed their preferences, there appears to be 
little difference between these pairs of students no matter whether they chose a large, medium 
or small class.   
 
Figure 5.29 shows the comparisons between the D-student groups and their preferences for 
the number of students in an English class on the perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching 
and learning of English in the RTAFA (C2). 
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Category Questions 31 & 77: Perceptions of Attitudes towards the 
Teaching and Learning of English in the RTAFA for D-Students
0
0.1
0.2
0.3
0.4
0.5
0.6
0.7
0.8
0.9
D&0 v D&3 D&0 v D&2 D&0 v D&1 D&3 v D&1 D&3 v D&2 D&2 v D&1
Ef
fe
c
t S
iz
e
 
 
Key:  Effect Size ≤ 0.14  → Very Small;  
0.15 ≤ Effect Size ≤ 0.44→ Small 
0.45 ≤ Effect Size ≤ 0.74→ Medium 
Effect Size ≥ 0.75  → Large 
 
Figure 5.29 Perceptions of attitudes towards teaching and learning of English effect 
sizes for pairs of D-students and their preferences for the number of 
students in each class compared with Cohen’s standard effect sizes and 
Izard’s assigned ranges 
 
With respect to the D-students, the perceptions between those who did not have any 
preferences and those who preferred to have a large or small class differ to some extent. 
However, the perceptions between those who had no preferences and those who had 
preferences for a medium class barely differ. 
 
For pairs of these students who expressed their preferences, there was a small difference 
between those who preferred to have a large class and those who preferred to have a small 
class whereas there appears to be a large difference between those who had preferences for a 
large class and those who had preferences for a medium class. For those who preferred to 
have a medium class and those who preferred to have a small class, there was a medium 
difference. 
 
Figure 5.30 shows the comparisons between the A-student and D-student groups with the 
same preferences for the number of students in an English class on the perceptions of attitudes 
towards the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA (C2). 
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Category Questions 31 & 77: Perceptions of Attitudes towards the Teaching and 
Learning of English in the RTAFA for A- and D-Students with Same Preferences
0
0.2
0.4
0.6
0.8
1
1.2
1.4
1.6
1.8
A&0 v D&0 A&3 v D&3 A&2 v D&2 A&1 v D&1
Ef
fe
ct
 
Si
ze
 
 
Key:  Effect Size ≤ 0.14  → Very Small;  
0.15 ≤ Effect Size ≤ 0.44→ Small 
0.45 ≤ Effect Size ≤ 0.74→ Medium 
Effect Size ≥ 0.75  → Large 
 
Figure 5.30 Perceptions of attitudes towards teaching and learning of English effect 
sizes for pairs of A- and D-students with same preferences compared with 
Cohen’s standard effect sizes and Izard’s assigned ranges 
 
The perceptions between the A-students and D-students who expressed the same preferences 
vary greatly no matter whether they chose a large, medium or small class. However, those 
between the A- and D-students who had no preferences show little difference. 
 
Figure 5.31 shows the comparisons between the A-student groups and their preferences for 
the number of students in an English class on the perceptions of motivation for studying 
English in the RTAFA (C3). 
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Category Questions 31 & 77: Perceptions of Motivation for Studying 
English in the RTAFA for A-Students
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Key:  Effect Size ≤ 0.14  → Very Small;  
0.15 ≤ Effect Size ≤ 0.44→ Small 
0.45 ≤ Effect Size ≤ 0.74→ Medium 
Effect Size ≥ 0.75  → Large 
 
Figure 5.31 Perceptions of motivation for studying English effect sizes for pairs of A- 
students and their preferences for the number of students in each class 
compared with Cohen’s standard effect sizes and Izard’s assigned ranges 
 
In terms of the perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA (C3), there was 
little difference between the A-students who had no preferences and those who had 
preferences for a large or small class. On the other hand, the perceptions between those who 
had no preferences and those who had preferences for a medium class differ greatly. 
 
For pairs of the A-students who expressed their preferences for the number of students in an 
English class, there was a small difference between those who preferred to have a large class 
and those who preferred to have a small class. However, the perceptions between those who 
preferred to have a large class and those who preferred to have a medium class vary greatly 
whereas the perceptions between the A-students who had preferences for a medium class and 
those who had preferences for a small class differ to some extent. 
 
Figure 5.32 shows the comparisons between the D-student groups and their preferences for 
the number of students in an English class on the perceptions of motivation for studying 
English in the RTAFA (C3). 
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Category Questions 31 & 77: Perceptions of Motivation for Studying 
English in the RTAFA for D-Students
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Key:  Effect Size ≤ 0.14  → Very Small;  
0.15 ≤ Effect Size ≤ 0.44→ Small 
0.45 ≤ Effect Size ≤ 0.74→ Medium 
Effect Size ≥ 0.75  → Large 
 
Figure 5.32 Perceptions of motivation for studying English effect sizes for pairs of D- 
students and their preferences for the number of students in each class 
compared with Cohen’s standard effect sizes and Izard’s assigned ranges 
 
For the D-students, the perceptions between those who had no preferences and those who 
preferred to have a large, medium or small class vary greatly. Nevertheless, the perceptions 
between those who preferred to have a large class and a small or medium class show very 
little difference. Similarly, the perceptions between those who preferred to have a medium 
class and those who preferred to have a small class barely differ. 
 
Figure 5.33 shows the comparisons between the A-student and D-student groups with the 
same preferences for the number of students in an English class on the perceptions of 
motivation for studying English in the RTAFA (C3). 
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Category Questions 31 & 77: Perceptions of Motivation for Studying 
English in the RTAFA for A- and D-Students with Same Preferences
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Key:  Effect Size ≤ 0.14  → Very Small;  
0.15 ≤ Effect Size ≤ 0.44→ Small 
0.45 ≤ Effect Size ≤ 0.74→ Medium 
Effect Size ≥ 0.75  → Large 
 
Figure 5.33 Perceptions of motivation for studying English effect sizes for pairs of A- 
and D-students with same preferences compared with Cohen’s standard 
effect sizes and Izard’s assigned ranges 
 
With respect to the A-students and D-students who expressed the same preferences, the 
perceptions between the A- and D-students who had preferences for a large class and a small 
class differ to some extent while those between the A- and D-students who preferred to have a 
medium class show a large difference. However, the perceptions between those who had no 
preferences show little difference.  
 
Figure 5.34 shows the comparisons between the A-student groups and their preferences for 
the number of students in an English class on the perceptions of evaluation of the 
questionnaire (C4). 
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Category Questions 31 & 77: Perceptions of Evaluation of the 
Questionnaire for A-Students
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Key:  Effect Size ≤ 0.14  → Very Small;  
0.15 ≤ Effect Size ≤ 0.44→ Small 
0.45 ≤ Effect Size ≤ 0.74→ Medium 
Effect Size ≥ 0.75  → Large 
 
Figure 5.34 Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire effect sizes for pairs of A-
student groups and their preferences for the number of students in each 
class compared with Cohen’s standard effect sizes and Izard’s assigned 
ranges 
 
 
In terms of the perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire (C4) for the A-students, there 
appears to be little difference between those who had no preferences and those who preferred 
to have a large class or a medium class. There was, however, a medium difference between 
those who had no preferences and those who preferred to have a small class. 
 
For pairs of the A-students who expressed their preferences, the perceptions between those 
who had preferences for a large class and those who had preferences for a small class vary 
greatly. Similarly, the perceptions between those who preferred to have a medium class and 
those who preferred to have a small class show a large difference. Nevertheless, there was a 
very small difference between the A-students who had preferences for a large class and those 
who had preferences for a medium class on this issue  
 
Figure 5.35 shows the comparisons between the D-student groups and their preferences for 
the number of students in an English class on the perceptions of evaluation of the 
questionnaire (C4). 
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Category Questions 31 & 77: Perceptions of Evaluation of the 
Questionnaire for D-Students
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Key:  Effect Size ≤ 0.14  → Very Small;  
0.15 ≤ Effect Size ≤ 0.44→ Small 
0.45 ≤ Effect Size ≤ 0.74→ Medium 
Effect Size ≥ 0.75  → Large 
 
Figure 5.35 Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire effect sizes for pairs of D-
student groups and their preferences for the number of students in each 
class compared with Cohen’s standard effect sizes and Izard’s assigned 
ranges 
 
For the D-students, the perceptions between those who had no preferences and those who had 
preferences for a large class or a small class show very little difference whereas those between 
the students who did not have any preferences and those who preferred to have a medium 
class differ to some extent. 
 
With respect to the D-students who expressed their preferences, there appears to be a medium 
difference between those who had preferences for a large class and those who had preferences 
for a medium class. Similarly, those who preferred to have a medium class and those who 
preferred to have a small class vary to some extent. However, the perceptions between those 
who had preferences for a large class and those who had preferences for a small class show 
very little difference. 
 
Figure 5.36 shows the comparisons between the A-student and D-student groups with the 
same preferences for the number of students in an English class on the perceptions of 
evaluation of the questionnaire (C4). 
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Category Questions 31 & 77: Perceptions of Evaluation of the 
Questionnaire for A- and D-Students with Same Preferences
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Key:  Effect Size ≤ 0.14  → Very Small;  
0.15 ≤ Effect Size ≤ 0.44→ Small 
0.45 ≤ Effect Size ≤ 0.74→ Medium 
Effect Size ≥ 0.75  → Large 
 
Figure 5.36 Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire effect sizes for pairs of A- 
and D-student groups with same preferences for the number of students in 
each class compared with Cohen’s standard effect sizes and Izard’s 
assigned ranges 
 
As for pairs of the A- and D-students with same preferences, there was a small difference 
between those who preferred to have a large class, a medium class as well as those who had 
no preferences. However, there appears to be a medium difference between the A- and D-
students who preferred to have a small class. 
 
5.23 Summary of Chapter 5 
This chapter has reported the results and data analyses from administration of the student 
questionnaire and the instructor questionnaire.  
 
The student questionnaire was given to 517 cadets in Year 1 - 5, which was the total number 
of the cadets in the RTAFA at that time (2004), and 475 out of the 517 questionnaires 
(91.88%) were returned. The responses were coded and entered into an electronic data file 
using Microsoft Excel to be prepared for analysis with the Quest software system (Adams & 
Khoo, 1993). Four analyses of the data file were conducted. The first analysis (C1) focussed 
on items 1 to 20 inclusive to establish a scale describing perceptions of the English curriculum 
of the Royal Thai Air Force Academy (RTAFA). The second analysis (C2) focussed on items 
 194 
21 to 41 inclusive to establish another scale describing perceptions of attitudes towards the 
teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA. The third analysis (C3) focussed on items 42 
to 47 inclusive to establish another scale describing perceptions of motivation for studying 
English in the RTAFA. The fourth analysis (C4) focussed on items 48 to 54 inclusive to 
establish a scale describing perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire.  
 
From the analyses, the cadets between the five different year levels did not differ on the 
perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA, the perceptions of attitudes towards the 
teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA, the perceptions of motivation for studying 
English in the RTAFA and the perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire. Of the 475 
questionnaires completed, 61% had the maximum scores for the perceptions of evaluation of 
the questionnaire (C4). Of the remaining 39%, half had scores near the maximum. There was 
only one zero score and 8 cases failed to respond to C4.    
 
The instructor version questionnaire was given to seven English instructors out of the total 
number of nine English instructors, who were Thai. In addition, as there were two native 
English instructors teaching English in the RTAFA at that time (2004), they were asked to 
participate in this study because it was believed that the data would provide some interesting 
issues to be considered and analysed. All the nine questionnaires (100%) administered were 
returned. 
 
The cadet questionnaire and the instructor questionnaire could have been analysed separately 
but the number of instructors was very small so the errors associated with the perception 
estimates would have been very large. Some question items on the cadet questionnaire and the 
instructor questionnaire were similar and others were different. These analyses referred only 
to the items judged sufficiently similar to be regarded as equivalent.  
 
Although four analyses of the data file were conducted from the student questionnaire, only 
three analyses were conducted from the combined student and the instructor questionnaires. 
This was because there was no exact match in perceptions of motivation for studying/teaching 
English in the RTAFA (C3). The first analysis (C1i) focussed on items 1 to 19 inclusive to 
establish a scale describing perceptions of the English curriculum of the Royal Thai Air Force 
Academy (RTAFA). The second analysis (C2i) focussed on items 22 to 41 inclusive to 
establish another scale describing perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning 
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of English in the RTAFA. The third analysis (C4i) focussed on items 46 to 52 inclusive to 
establish a scale describing perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire.  
 
From the analyses, the combined perceptions of the English curriculum of the instructors and 
the cadets (C1i) differ greatly. As a result, further analysis was conducted in order to calculate 
the effect size estimates between the instructors and the cadets of each year level. The 
perceptions of the English curriculum of the instructors and the cadets of Year 1, Year 2, Year 
3, Year 4 and Year 5 differ greatly. The largest difference is in Year 2 (-1.34), followed by 
Year 3 (-1.06), Year 1 and Year 5 (-0.91) and Year 4 (-0.88). However, they did not differ on 
the perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA (C2i) 
and on the perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire (C4i).     
 
For the student questionnaire, as category items were not included in these four analyses, 
some of these items were examined separately by category and analysed in order to see 
whether these issues had any influence on the perceptions of the English curriculum of the 
RTAFA (C1), the perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the 
RTAFA (C2), the perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA (C3) and the 
perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire (C4). Eight category items were examined, 
namely items 5, 6, 7 and 8 in section 1, items 27, 28 and 31 in section 2 and item 77 in section 
4. 
 
Category item 5 focussed on the hometown of the cadets, whether their hometown was 
Bangkok or Others (Non-Bangkok). From the analysis, the fact that the cadets were from 
Bangkok or Others (Non-Bangkok) does not have much influence at all on these four 
perceptions. Item 6 examined whether the students have parents, brothers and sisters, or 
relatives who speak English as a native language or not. As before the fact that the cadets 
have parents, brothers and sisters, or relatives who speak English as a native language or not 
does not appear to have much influence at all on these four perceptions. Item 7 examined 
further whether the students who have parents, brothers and sisters, or relatives who speak 
English as a native language speak English to these persons or not. From the analysis, the fact 
that the cadets, having parents, brothers and sisters, or relatives who speak English as a native 
language and speak English to these persons has an influence on the perceptions of the 
English curriculum of the RTAFA (C1) and the perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching 
and learning of English in the RTAFA (C2). However, this does not have much influence on 
C3 and C4. Item 8 investigated whether a foreign language that each cadet started to learn 
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first had an influence on any of these four perceptions or not. It appears that the issue whether 
the cadets started to learn Chinese, English or Laos first as a foreign language does not have 
much influence at all on these four perceptions.  
 
Category item 27 examined whether the cadets had a chance to study English with native 
English instructors before attending the RTAFA or not. As before, whether the cadets had a 
chance to study English with native English instructors before attending the RTAFA or not 
does not appear to affect these perceptions. Item 28 examined further the preferences of those 
who had a chance to study English with native English instructors before attending the 
RTAFA. The students were asked to choose whether they would like to study English with 
Thai instructors only, with native English instructors only or with both Thai and native 
English instructors. From the data file, only 9 students chose Thai only whereas 53 students 
chose native English only and 247 students chose both out of the 475 students. For C1, the 
perceptions of the cadets who preferred to have Thai instructors only and those who preferred 
to have both Thai and native English instructors differ to some extent whereas the perceptions 
of the cadets who preferred to have Thai instructors only, and those who preferred to have 
native English instructors only, differ greatly. For C2, the perceptions of the cadets who 
preferred to have Thai instructors only, native English instructors only, or both Thai and 
native English instructors do not differ much at all. For C3, the cadets who preferred to have 
Thai instructors only and those who preferred to have both Thai and native English instructors 
as well as the cadets who preferred to have Thai instructors only and those who preferred to 
have native English instructors only differ greatly. For C4, the perceptions of the cadets who 
preferred to have Thai instructors only and those who preferred to have both Thai and native 
English instructors differ greatly. 
 
Category item 31 investigated the average grade the students received for the subject of the 
English language while at the RTAFA and possible effects on perceptions. In this analysis, 
four responses were examined and analysed, consisting of the A, B, C and D Grades. In terms 
of the perceptions of C1, the perceptions of the students between academic grade groups for 
the subject of the English language do not differ much at all. For C2, while the perceptions 
between the students with A and B grades and those with B and C grades do not differ much, 
the perceptions between the students with A and C grades and those with C and D grades 
differ to some extent. The perceptions between the students with A and D grades and those 
with B and D grades differ greatly. For C3, the perceptions between the students with A and C 
grades and those with B and D grades differ to some extent whereas the perceptions between 
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the students with A and D grades differ greatly. In terms of C4, the perceptions of the students 
between academic grade groups do not differ much.  
 
Category item 77 investigated whether the cadets’ preferences for the number of the students 
in an English class while studying at the RTAFA had an influence on the perceptions of C1, 
C2, C3 and C4 or not. Four responses were examined and analysed, consisting of the cadets 
who had preferences for a small class, (1-10 students), a medium class, (11-20 students), a 
large class, (21-30 students) and those who did not have any preferences for this issue. There 
appears to be little difference between the students who preferred to have no more than 10 
students, 11 to 20 students, 21 to 30 students and those who had no preferences for the 
number of students in an English class on C1, C2, C3 and C4. 
 
In this analysis, the category items 31 and 77 were investigated together in order to find 
whether there were relationships between the average grade the students received for the 
subject of the English language while they were studying at the RTAFA and their preferences 
for the number of the students in an English class at the academy on the perceptions of C1, 
C2, C3 and C4 or not.  
 
In the case of C1 for pairs of the A-students, there appears to be little difference between the 
A-students who had no preferences and those who had preferences for a large class, (21-30 
students), or a medium class (11-20 students). However, the perceptions between those who 
had no preferences and those who had preferences for a small class, (1-10 students), vary 
greatly. For the A-students who expressed their preferences, those who preferred to have a 
large class and those who preferred to have a small class differ to some extent. Similarly, 
there was a medium difference between those who preferred to have a medium class and those 
who had preferences for a small class. With respect to the D-students, the perceptions 
between those who did not express their preferences and those who preferred to have a large 
class differ greatly whereas those between the students who had no preferences for the 
number of the students in an English class and those who preferred to have a small class vary 
to some extent.  
 
There appear to be large differences between the D-students who preferred to have a large 
class and those who preferred to have a medium class, as well as between those who preferred 
to have a medium class and those who preferred to have a small class. As for the A- and D-
students who expressed the same preferences and those who did not have any preferences, 
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there appears to be little difference between these students. However, the A- and D-students 
who preferred to have a small class, (1-10 students), are more in agreement than those who 
chose larger classes or those who had no preferences as the difference for the former one was 
very small. 
 
In the case of C2, the perceptions between the A-students who had no preferences and those 
who preferred to have a large or medium class differ to some extent. For the A-students who 
expressed their preferences, there appears to be little difference between these pairs of 
students no matter whether they chose a large, medium or small class. With respect to the D-
students, the perceptions between those who did not have any preferences and those who 
preferred to have a large or small class differ to some extent. For pairs of these students who 
expressed their preferences, there appears to be a large difference between those who had 
preferences for a large class and those who had preferences for a medium class. For those who 
preferred to have a medium class and those who preferred to have a small class, there was a 
medium difference. The perceptions between the A- and D-students who expressed the same 
preferences vary greatly no matter whether they chose a large, medium or small class. 
However, there is little difference between the A- and D-students who had no preferences. 
 
In the case of C3, the perceptions between those who had no preferences and those who had 
preferences for a medium class differ greatly. For pairs of the A-students who expressed their 
preferences, the perceptions between those who preferred to have a large class and those who 
preferred to have a medium class vary greatly whereas the perceptions between the A-students 
who had preferences for a medium class and those who had preferences for a small class 
differ to some extent. As for the D-students, the perceptions between those who had no 
preferences and those who preferred to have a large, medium or small class vary greatly. With 
respect to the A- and D-students who expressed the same preferences, the perceptions 
between the A- and D-students who had preferences for a large class and a small class differ 
to some extent while those between the A- and D-students who preferred to have a medium 
class show a large difference. However, the perceptions between those who had no 
preferences show little difference.  
 
In the case of C4, for the A-students, there appears to be a medium difference between those 
who had no preferences and those who preferred to have a small class. For pairs of the A-
students who expressed their preferences, the perceptions between those who had preferences 
for a large class and those who had preferences for a small class vary greatly. Similarly, there 
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was a large difference in the perceptions between those who preferred to have a medium class 
and those who preferred to have a small class. For the D-students, there was very little 
difference in the perceptions between those who had no preferences and those who had 
preferences for a large class or a small class, whereas the students who did not have any 
preferences differed to some extent from those who preferred to have a medium class. With 
respect to the D-students who expressed their preferences, there appears to be a medium 
difference between those who had preferences for a large class and those who had preferences 
for a medium class. Similarly, those who preferred to have a medium class and those who 
preferred to have a small class vary to some extent. For pairs of the A- and D-students with 
same preferences, there was a small difference between those who preferred to have a large 
class, a medium class as well as those who had no preferences. However, there appears to be a 
medium difference between the A-students and D-students who preferred to have a small 
class. These themes and issues will be discussed in detail in Chapter 7.  
 
5.24 Further analyses 
Chapter 6 reports the data collected from the interviews conducted with the students, the 
English instructors and the senior administrators of the RTAFA. The interviews provide a rich 
data source of information complementing the statistical analyses reported here in Chapter 5. 
All the themes and issues raised by the interviewees are grouped and presented to be 
compared with the issues asked in the questionnaires. In addition, cross references of the data 
between the interviews and the questionnaires have been made where applicable. 
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Chapter 6 
Analysis of Interviews 
 
6.0 Introduction 
This chapter reports the results and analyses of interviews of the students, instructors and 
senior administrators of the Royal Thai Air Force Academy (RTAFA). As previously 
mentioned in Chapter 3 (Research Methodology) (p. 77), both the questionnaires and 
interviews were used as research data to investigate the influences on the teaching and 
learning of English in the RTAFA. It was expected that the results from administration of the 
student and instructor questionnaires in the previous chapter as well as those from 
administration of the interviews would complement each other in this case study. This 
provides further information leading to a better understanding of the influences on the 
teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA and realization of factors that affected the 
limitation of the English proficiency of the RTAFA graduates. In this study, 25 students, 
consisting of five cadets from each year level, nine instructors, including seven Thai 
instructors and two native English instructors, and four senior administrators were 
interviewed. The results of these analyses are presented in the following sections.    
 
6.1 Analysis of student interviews 
At the beginning stage, the students were informed by their instructors of the objectives of 
this research. They were then asked to volunteer to participate in the interview phase of this 
study. The students who were willing to share information and express their opinions in this 
research study informed their instructors. Therefore, the sample was self-selected. In addition, 
the combination or mixed purposeful sampling, consisting of the snowball or chain sampling, 
the intensity sampling and the maximum variation sampling, was applied (Patton, 2002). In 
relation to the snowball or chain sampling and the intensity sampling, the instructors were 
asked to recommend a few students, based on their either high or low performances in their 
English study. These students were asked for their willingness to participate first. Then, they 
were asked to recommend a few other students with good or poor academic results who also 
felt comfortable to share their opinions in this study. For the maximum variation sampling, 
the researcher made sure that a wide range of students from different majors with good 
grades, average grades and low grades were included. All the participants were asked for their 
willingness to be part of this study to be certain that they felt comfortable to participate in the 
interviews. The interviews were conducted in September 2004. It took approximately three 
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weeks for the interviews to be completed. The interviews were conducted at the RTAFA 
during weekdays when these 25 cadets were not required to attend any class. These included 
self-study hours, library hours and time after the academic periods were over, which was 
approximately from 3 p.m. to 5 p.m. Most of the students came in a group of the same year 
level, either by sections for the first-year cadets or by majors for the other year levels as they 
had similar schedules of classes or activities. There was a need, however, for the instructors 
and researcher to arrange the schedule for the interviews so that the cadets did not have to 
wait too long so that each group did not arrive at the same time. After the purpose of the 
research was informed, once again, by the researcher, each interviewee was asked for 
permission to record the interview and none of the cadets objected to this request (See 
Appendix 4 - Plain Language Statement for Student Participants). The respondents cooperated 
very well. As a result, although it was planned that each interview would last for 
approximately 30 to 45 minutes, some interviews lasted for over an hour. In addition, 
knowing that the researcher was actually an instructor of the RTAFA, a few students 
mentioned that they felt more comfortable sharing the information.  This was because they did 
not want to share this personal information with outsiders. They would like to see some 
improvements in relation to the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA but it was 
inappropriate and disrespectful to criticise their own institution with those who were not part 
of the RTAFA. One respondent added that he was sorry that he had not paid much attention 
when he completed the questionnaire since he did not believe that the researcher was really an 
instructor of this academy as indicated in the questionnaire. The interviewees were assigned 
code numbers according to their year levels. That is, the respondent numbers 101-105 
represented the first-year cadets whereas the identification code numbers 201-205, 301-305, 
401-405 and 501-501 represented the second-, third-, fourth and fifth-year cadets respectively. 
The colour codes were also used to identify the number of students responding to particular 
themes that were of interest. To illustrate, when all the interviewees in each particular year 
level agreed upon any theme, the identification code numbers would be highlighted in yellow. 
As for the issue of preference of English periods, the code numbers of the cadets who 
preferred to have more time assigned for English study were highlighted in blue whereas 
those for the cadets who believed that the time given was appropriate were highlighted in 
green. Table 6.1 shows the themes raised by the interviewees concerning the teaching and 
learning of English in the RTAFA in various aspects. Each theme is presented and clarified as 
follows. 
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Table 6.1 Themes from cadets’ interviews  
Colour codes:                         = Every respondent agreed                              = More periods/times/days recommended                                 = Same as designed/assigned 
n = 5 students for each year level                          Total n = 25 students interviewed 
Themes / Issue concerns Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 
 2hrs English (2004 -) 3hrs English 
Attitude to Learning & Studying English      
Q.2 & 13 English is important 
Q.9 But not valued by academic credits                      
       (& Increase of credits is recommended)   
• Study just to pass exam      
101 – 105           
101*,102*,103*            
(104, 105) 
- 
201 – 205                                   
202*                     
(201,203,204, 205)  
201,204 
301 – 305                       
 
(302,303,304, 305)   
301,302,303,304                     
401 – 405                     
404                     
(401,402,403,405) 
403,404             
501 – 505           
501                   
(502*,503,504,505) 
504,505 
Content of English 
• Emphasis now on Grammar 
• Emphasis on Listening & Speaking / 
Conversation required 
                     
101,102,103,105               
101 – 105    
                        
201,202             
201,202,204,205                 
                           
303                  
301,303,305 
                          
404                     
401 – 405  
                          
502,505                     
501 – 505  
Q.10 Materials 
• Textbooks / specific texts required 
• Too many sheets 
• No textbooks 
• External readings / newspapers / other 
materials / reference required; old; level 
                     
101,103,104,105                  
101                     
102 
101 – 105  
 
                        
201,203,205                    
              -            
202,203,204 
202,203,205 
                           
301 – 305              
             -                
301 – 305  
301,302,303,304 
                          
401 – 405                     
             -               
401 – 405 
401,402,403,405 
                          
501 – 505                    
               -                 
501 – 505  
501 – 505  
English Curriculum Document  
• Not seen 
• Not mentioned 
• Seen  
                           
101 – 105  
- 
- 
      
201,203,204,205    
202 
- 
                    
301,303,304,305                         
              -                 
302 
            
402,403,404   
401,405  
- 
             
503,504,505      
501,502 
- 
Access to Labs 
• Old / no chance to use (Probably equipment 
out-of-order) 
                           
101 – 105  
             
201,202,205 
                           
301 – 305    
           
402,403,404, 405 
            
501,503,504, 505 
Q.8 Preference of English periods 
• Year 1-3 (2hrs) 
• Year 4-5 (3hrs) 
                       
101/3, 102/2-3 
times per week, 
103/3, 104/5, 
105/4-5    
                       
201/5, 202/4,  
203/4, 204/4-5, 
205/4 
 
301/5, 302/4,   
303/4, 304/1-2  
daily,  305/2 (same)  
 
401/4, 402/4-5, 
403/3, 404/3 
(same), 405/3 days 
per week 
 
501/3,502/3 (same), 
503/6, 504/5, 505/3 
for junior cadets 
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Q.7 Revise English Curriculum 
• Clearly specified 
• Practical use of English 
• Up-to-date 
• Teaching aids recommended  
• Objectives set / goals emphasised 
• Cadets’ participation in curriculum design 
• 2-year study enough 
• Cadets should be motivated, not forced 
• Every skill emphasized 
• At present, diversity / no direction / lack of 
consistency or continuity / issues taught 
redundant 
• Each skill taught separately 
• Integrated skills recommended 
101 – 105        
101,103,105                 
101,102,103,104 
- 
104,105 
101 
- 
- 
- 
- 
 
105 
 
 
101,103,104 
- 
201,202,204,205                                               
- 
203,204                     
201                   
204,205       
- 
- 
- 
201 
- 
             
- 
 
            
- 
- 
301 – 305
301 – 305                             
303,304                      
- 
301,305                     
301                  
301,303                    
302                   
302,303,304,305                       
304,305             
 
303,305 
 
           
- 
- 
401 – 405                  
402,403,405                      
402,403,404                        
405                      
403,404,405                     
403,405                       
- 
- 
 405                
- 
 
402,403,404,405               
        
 
- 
405 
501 – 505                         
501,503,505                      
501 – 505                       
- 
501,503,504,505                        
501,504                        
- 
            - 
502,505                       
               - 
 
501,502,505 
 
 
501,503 
- 
Class Size 
• Small / smaller 
 
 
105 
 
- 
                     
302,303 
                          
401 
 
- 
 
Assessment 
• Must be definite 
• Cadets have access to assessment results  
• Should not be a memory test of vocabulary; 
should cover every skill; lacks variety 
• More tests should be given; too easy 
 
- 
- 
- 
 
- 
 
- 
- 
- 
 
- 
                           
301   
301                       
304,305 
 
- 
                           
- 
- 
405 
 
- 
                         
- 
- 
502                    
                         
504 
Instructors 
• Too serious / strict; should be friendly 
• Knowledge  & qualifications 
• Games / activities recommended 
• Native English instructors required 
• Thai instructors can teach Grammar 
• Old teaching styles or methods (Ex. Lecture / 
no principle / like to use pressure / grumpy & 
reprimand) 
 
101 
- 
- 
101,102,105 
102 
103,104,105 
 
- 
- 
202,204  
202*,203*,205 
201,202 
- 
 
303 
- 
301,302,304  
301,303,304 
303 
303 
                         
402,404                   
404,405 
403,405 
401,403 
401 
402,404,405 
                        
501,502,505      
501,502,505                   
501,505 
501,502,503,504 
501,503 
501,502, 505 
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Factors / Influences 
• Difficulty of English / lessons 
• Environment (Ex. military system, peer, 
classroom, poster, board) 
• Time constraint 
• Loss of interest / no motivation 
• Exhaustion (after training) 
• Punishment 
• Laziness 
• Afraid / shy to speak English 
• Males do not like to study English or 
languages 
• Cancellation of the class / lots of activities 
• Culture (laugh at each other) 
• Background knowledge 
• Motivation (Scholarships & trips) 
• Instructor (See above) 
 
 
101,103,104 
101,102 
 
101,102 
101,102,103 
104 
- 
- 
- 
- 
 
 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
 
202,204 
201,202,205 
 
201,204 
205 
201,202,204 
201,202 
201,202,205 
202 
203 
 
 
205 
- 
- 
- 
- 
 
- 
302,303,304,305 
 
304,305 
302 
304 
303 
303 
303  
- 
 
 
- 
- 
- 
304,305 
- 
 
- 
402,403,404,405 
 
403,405 
404  
404 
404 
405 
401 
- 
 
 
403 
402 
- 
- 
- 
 
501 
501 – 505  
 
501,504 
501 
504 
- 
501 
- 
- 
 
 
502 
- 
503 
- 
- 
 
101*, 102*, 103*, 202* – An increase of the credits may have an influence on the cadets’ GPA / cause negative influence to cadets / increase pressure. 
502* – English should be made an interesting subject first. Then, more credits should be given gradually. 
202*, 203* – Real native English instructors are recommended. 
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6.1.1 Attitude to learning and studying English 
From the interviews, it was apparent that all the 25 respondents agreed on the importance of 
English and English study in the RTAFA. One of the interviewees commented,  
It is important to my future. I know that English is part of the student pilot 
candidacy. In addition, I need to use it after graduation and it is important 
in daily life. If I do not know English, it will become my weak point. So, I 
need to improve my English. (Student 101)  
 
This was supported by the results of data analysis from the student questionnaire since 440 
students out of 462 (= 95.24 %) chose the option English is useful to my career or everyday 
life (See Appendix 25 – Data of Items on the Main Questionnaire Referred to in Chapter 6, 
Question 21c.). Based on this information, although English seemed to be an important 
subject taught at this institution, 24 students realised that it was not valued by academic 
credits whereas only one believed that the English credits did not have an influence on the 
teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA. In fact, 18 students out of these 24 students 
recommended an increase of English credits from one credit to two or three credits per 
semester. One explained, 
It (the number of credits given to English) has a lot of influence. If the 
credits are increased, the cadets will become more interested and more 
active. English should be assigned the same number of credits that core 
courses receive. This can be seen from the exam schedule. English is usually 
set on the same day as one of the core courses. The cadets will focus on the 
core courses, which have more credits. (Student 401) 
 
However, the other six students did not recommend an increase of the English credits as 
commented by a student,  
It has an influence on the grade. If more credits are given, the cadets will 
become more interested and pay more attention in English. English is the 
only subject that has the least credits (1 credit/semester). However, an 
increase of the English credits may cause a negative affect to my friends. 
For the first-year cadets, it is an increase of pressure as well. In fact, the 
academy should make the cadets realise the importance of English. To me, 
studying anything depends on an individual. It is the laziness of the cadets 
themselves. (Student 102) 
 
In relation to their attitude towards English studying in the RTAFA, ten students stated that 
they studied just to pass the exam. One interviewee mentioned that “… the cadets study 
Grammar just to pass the exam. After that, they forget” (Student 201). Another student added 
further “… the curriculum I have experienced from childhood until now does not focus on the 
use of English. It is a study for an examination. As a result, there is little improvement on the 
use of English” (Student 504).     
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6.1.2 Content of English 
While ten respondents felt that the current content of English taught at the RTAFA placed an 
emphasis on Grammar, 22 students out of 25 stated that they preferred to have more listening, 
speaking or conversational classes. An interviewee expressed his opinion, 
I do not know whether Grammar is too redundant or not because I have 
studied the same issues over and over. Actually, the same issues should be 
studied in the same semester. Thus, the cadets can remember these issues 
better. For me, I cannot recall what I have studied. Although Grammar 
should not be omitted, conversation should be emphasized. (Student 502) 
 
From the interviews, while many students agreed that an emphasis should be moved to 
speaking, listening and conversational skills, they believed that Grammar was also important 
and should be maintained. One student gave his comment, 
I studied Grammar the traditional way and I could not speak English. When 
I started to take a conversational course, I can speak English. However, 
when I looked back if I did not study Grammar or vocabulary or I did not 
pay attention, I would not be able to communicate by using complicated 
sentences. I cannot express my feelings well enough if I study only the 
conversational course. (Student 304)  
 
This was also correlated with the results from the student questionnaire concerning the 
content of the English curriculum taught at the RTAFA as the data showed that of the 464 
students, 261 (=56.25 %) indicated that too much emphasis was on grammatical points 
whereas 203 respondents (43.75 %) stated that more emphasis on these issues was required 
(See Appendix 25 – Data of Items on the Main Questionnaire Referred to in Chapter 6, 
Question 17e.).  
 
6.1.3 English materials  
With respect to the English materials, it appeared that 22 students would like to have 
textbooks or specific textbooks provided. This is because no textbooks were given to the 
cadets and teaching and learning materials were provided in the form of sheets. These 
students made similar comments. For example, one stated, 
1. At present, I have received sheets. However, I do not know where this 
information comes from. It is not certain where the sources are.  
2. The cadets should have textbooks to be used as references, which they 
can study and review later. When the cadets are given sheets, they just 
study for the examination and that’s it.  
3. The textbooks should be arranged and compiled by the Department and 
can be assigned as returned texts. However, if the RTAFA has enough 
budgets and can give the cadets the texts, it will be good. (Student 403) 
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As for reading materials, 21 students viewed these as useful, interesting and motivating. The 
English materials recommended were, for example, newspapers, general and aviation 
magazines, references, information printed from the Internet and external readings such as 
fictions, short stories and tales. However, one interviewee suggested “They (the materials) 
should be something easy to read first while the level of difficulty is increased gradually” 
(Student 502). The data collected from the student questionnaires also complemented the 
results of the interviews. That is, 452 students out of 471 (= 95.97 %) chose that the reading 
materials were necessary and 443 cadets out of 470 (= 94.26 %) thought that these materials 
were useful (See Appendix 25 – Data of Items on the Main Questionnaire Referred to in 
Chapter 6, Questions 17h. and 17g.). 
 
6.1.4 English curriculum document 
As the researcher interviewed the students in relation to the RTAFA curriculum, which is 
presented later in this chapter, an issue was raised about the English curriculum document. 19 
students stated that they had not seen the English curriculum document. Several students 
seemed disinterested as one mentioned that “Never and I do not want to” (Student 204). On 
the contrary, many students expressed their concern on this issue as an interviewee pointed 
out, 
I have never seen the curriculum. I would like to see it but I do not know 
where I can get it. However, the instructors will tell the cadets what they are 
going to teach their students on that day. No syllabus design is given. 
(Student 503) 
 
6.1.5 Access to language labs 
At the RTAFA, there are four language labs under the supervision of the Department of 
Humanities. Of the 25 cadets interviewed, 21 thought that the labs were old and needed 
improvement. One student clarified that  
It really needs improvement. The equipment installed in the lab has never 
been used because we have not had conversation or listening classes 
specifically … The instructors do not tell us whether the equipment is out-
of-order or not. I guess it is. (Student 201)  
 
Another student gave his comments, 
Actually, a military academy such as the RTAFA should have better 
facilities than a secondary school. The equipment in the lab should be used. 
I have never used the headphones. Also, having posters about English 
vocabulary will be helpful. The chairs should be better. They should be 
comfortable. Sometimes, they are broken and the cadets nearly fall over. 
The boards are not clean and the carpet smells. (Student 303)  
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6.1.6 Preference of English periods 
According to the new curriculum, which started in 2002, the cadets are required to attend two 
periods of English study per week. This applied to the first-, second- and third-year cadets at 
the time of interviewing (2004). It appeared that the first- and second-year cadets all preferred 
to have English periods increased from two to up to five periods. For the third-year cadets, 
four out of five would like to have English periods increased whereas one student preferred to 
have two periods as assigned. For the fourth- and fifth-year cadets, the old curriculum was 
applied. The cadets were required to attend three periods of English study per week. The 
results showed that six students would like to have more time assigned for English classes, 
from three to up to six periods, while four students preferred to have the same three periods. 
Of those who preferred to have more time assigned for English classes, one student 
recommended that  
At least one hour daily. In addition, more hours for English practices should 
be provided in the late afternoon. For example, joining the English Club or 
participating in activities related to English such as interviewing or talking 
with foreigners should be encouraged. This can be done in groups as well. 
However, it will be good if it is based on the interest of the cadets to do so. 
(Student 201) 
 
The results of this issue also agreed with those from the questionnaires as 220 students out of 
464 (= 47.41 %) marked that the time given to the English classes at the RTAFA was too 
little. While 213 students (= 45.91 %) indicated that the time given was appropriate, only 31 
(= 6.68 %) chose that too much time was assigned for the English classes (See Appendix 25 – 
Data of Items on the Main Questionnaire Referred to in Chapter 6, Question 22). 
 
6.1.7 Revision of English curriculum 
Of the 25 students interviewed, 24 recommended that the RTAFA English curriculum be 
revised or improved. One of the students said, “Improvement should definitely be made. Also, 
more time and credits should be assigned to the study of English. Conversation should be 
emphasised so that the cadets can really use it in their career” (Student 503). However, the 
only cadet who stated that revision or improvement of the curriculum was not necessary 
commented that “It is good already. However, the hours given and credits assigned are too 
few. The native English instructor teaches well. He is friendly” (Student 203). During the 
interviews, several sub-topics in relation to the RTAFA English curriculum were raised by the 
interviewees. These are presented as follows: 
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6.1.7.1 Curriculum clearly specified 
From the interviews, 14 students mentioned that they would like the curriculum to be 
specified clearly. One student clarified this point,  
I am not happy with it although I study English every semester… The 
curriculum should have been better than this. For example, it should specify 
how much Grammar the cadets should study. For the rest of the time, the 
cadets should study things that are interesting, like what those who take 
extra classes outside would like to study. (Student 505)  
 
6.1.7.2 Practical use of English  
16 students out of 25 thought that the curriculum should focus on the practical use of English 
in real life. A student shared his view with the interviewer,  
The RTAFA has equipment and knowledgeable instructors. Also, my 
colleagues realise that English is important. However, it has not been used 
practically. So, the cadets are not interested much. If English is used, the 
cadets will not feel afraid to use it. As a result, they can improve their 
English and become more skillful. (Student 504) 
         
6.1.7.3 Up-to-date 
Concerning the comments on the revision of the RTAFA English curriculum, two students 
wondered whether the curriculum was up-to-date. One said that  
I am not sure that our curriculum is up-to-date or not and whether it is 
similar to the curriculum of other institutions outside or not. What is an 
indicator? There should be an indicator to tell us how our curriculum is 
compared to those of the others. (Student 201) 
 
According to the results from the questionnaires, the students were evenly divided on this 
issue. Out of the 473 students, 261 (= 55.18 %) marked that the curriculum was up-to-date 
whereas 212 (= 44.82 %) thought that it was not up-to-date (See Appendix 25 – Data of Items 
on the Main Questionnaire Referred to in Chapter 6, Question 14f.).  
 
6.1.7.4 Teaching aids  
In the area of language learning and teaching, the use of teaching aids was considered helpful, 
both for TESL and TEFL but they were rarely used at the RTAFA. In this case, 13 students 
out of 25 commented on the lack of teaching aids used at the academy. One cadet pointed out,   
The equipment is out-of-order and I have never used it … TV and VDO are 
not used. In fact, movies should be used to supplement the teaching and 
learning. In the lab, no equipment is used whereas in the common 
classroom the board is not used either. The instructors just talk, hold the 
sheet and read it. (Student 405) 
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This was also related to the results of the questionnaires conducted. It appeared that only 118 
respondents out of 459 (= 25.71 %) believed that enough teaching aids were provided for 
English classrooms (See Appendix 25 – Data of Items on the Main Questionnaire Referred to 
in Chapter 6, Question 23d.). 
  
6.1.7.5 Objectives set / goals emphasized 
For the objectives of the curriculum, six interviewees suggested that the objectives or goals of 
English study at the RTAFA be set and emphasized clearly. One student proposed, “The 
instructors should talk to each other about what they are going to teach and what the cadets 
should know step by step within these five years of study” (Student 501). In addition, another 
student added further, “The objectives should be set clearly what the RTAFA would like the 
cadets to master and how they can apply it upon graduation. Consequently, this will lead to 
the design of the curriculum of the RTAFA” (Student 301), which is clarified in the next 
issue.  
 
6.1.7.6 Cadets’ participation in curriculum design 
The results from the interviews showed that there were two students who shared similar 
opinion on the issue of cadets’ participation in the RTAFA English curriculum design. One 
student said that “I would like the cadets to be part of the curriculum design. Probably, five 
representatives of each year level should be allowed to attend the meeting, where suggestions 
or comments can be handed in through their instructors later” (Student 301). 
 
6.1.7.7 Two years of English study recommended 
As previously mentioned, at the RTAFA English has been taught every semester in each year 
level. That is, four years for the new curriculum and five years for the old curriculum. 
However, one student recommended that English be taught only for two years at this 
institution. His comment was 
 It (the curriculum) should be revised. One credit per semester, assigned for 
every semester, is not good because English is important. More credits 
should be given per semester. That is, three credits per semester should be 
assigned. In addition, two years or four semesters of English study will be 
enough, probably in the first and second years. For the other classes, 
interesting activities in various forms can be arranged instead. Although 
English is important, I have to study other subjects as well. So, if I have to 
study English every semester, I do not want to feel stressful about the 
examination. (Student 302) 
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6.1.7.8 Cadets should be motivated, not forced 
Based on the results of the interviews, eight cadets reflected on their perceptions of 
motivation for studying English at the RTAFA as one of the important factors for 
improvements in achievement. One student believed, “the cadets should not be forced to come 
to class. They should come voluntarily. Those who see their friends get advantages from 
studying English will join the class on their own” (Student 201). In addition, some students 
made other recommendations to improve English proficiency levels at the RTAFA, for 
example, 
I would like to have an English-speaking day. Cooperation between the 
Royal Guard Cadet Corps and the Academic Faculty should be made. At 
present (2004), the Commander of the third Battalion (Royal Guard Cadet 
Corps, RTAFA) has given a good support. English news is broadcast every 
morning. (Student 303) 
 
6.1.7.9 Every skill emphasized 
Although 22 students agreed that more emphasis should be placed on listening, speaking and 
conversational skills as previously stated in 6.1.2, two cadets believed that every skill was of 
equal importance. One cadet gave his comment, “Every skill should be emphasized, not only 
conversation. This includes examination and oral interview” (Student 304) whereas the other 
student supported his viewpoint by giving a reason “because the cadets have to use every 
skill” (Student 305).   
 
6.1.7.10 Direction and consistency or continuity of the curriculum 
Of the 25 students interviewed, ten mentioned the diversity of the curriculum. They 
commented that the curriculum had no direction, lacked consistency or continuity and the 
issues taught seemed redundant. One interviewee expressed his feelings as follows: “The 
curriculum lacks consistency. It changes every year, depending upon the instructors – 
whatever they would like the cadets to study” (Student 402). Another commented further “our 
curriculum is not consistent. I have not got anything while studying here for five years – ten 
semesters” (Student 501). 
 
6.1.7.11 Each skill taught separately 
This issue was raised by five interviewees as they experienced this before while studying at 
the Armed Forces Academies Preparatory School (AFAPS). A cadet explained below. 
It will be good if each skill is studied separately, like at the AFAPS. That is, 
listening, speaking, reading, writing and American Language Course (ALC) 
will be worth 0.5 credit each. Each subject will be assigned one hour of 
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study. As a result, the cadets study English one hour daily … Most of the 
time, English is the subject that lowers the grades of the cadets.  
                                                                                                    (Student 103) 
 
Another cadet also stated that this would be good because “practices in each skill can be made 
specifically” (Student 104). 
 
6.1.7.12 Integrated skills recommended 
From the interviews, there was only one student who suggested that integrated skills be 
taught. The student noted that “Integrated skills are recommended, not separated from one 
another. For example, Grammar is studied on Monday while its application will be practiced 
on Wednesday” (Student 405). 
 
6.1.8 Class size 
With regards to the English language classrooms, four students suggested that smaller classes, 
with approximately 7-15 cadets, be arranged. One commented that “Each class should have 
fewer cadets. There should be about ten cadets per class in order that they will understand 
better. Moreover, it will be easier for them to ask questions” (Student 302). These results 
agreed with those received from the questionnaires. That is, of the total number of 475 
respondents, 144 (= 30.32 %) preferred to have no more than ten students in a class while 196 
(= 41.26 %) preferred to have 11-20 students each class. As for the rest, 79 students (= 16.63 
%) still preferred 21-30 students in one class whereas 45 (= 9.47 %) had no preference. The 
other 11 (= 2.32 %) included those who marked Others or who omitted this question (See 
Appendix 25 – Data of Items on the Main Questionnaire Referred to in Chapter 6, Question 
24). 
  
6.1.9 Assessment 
In these interviews, the last question asked was about any changes or improvement the cadets 
would like to see in relation to the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA. There 
were six students who commented on the assessment of the RTAFA. One said that, “The 
assessment of the teaching and learning must be definite so that the cadets can make a request 
to see it” (Student 301) whereas another of the six students reflected his opinion on this as “... 
lacks variety. The cadets can pass the examination if they have a hint” (Student 502). Another 
stated further,  
Frankly speaking, I do not like the assessment – the cadets memorise the 
vocabulary in order to take the test. It’s like a memory test, not a test of 
English study. If it is a written test, it should be an unseen one, like reading 
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comprehension which is divided into various parts. For a test on writing, 
essay should be required and an emphasis should be on comprehension … 
not memorization of patterns to complete the test. (Student 305) 
 
Revisiting and reflecting on the English assessment practices in the RTAFA would appear to 
be a valuable activity for the teaching staff. 
 
6.1.10 Instructors 
Another issue that many interviewees raised was about the instructors, including their nature, 
knowledge, qualifications as well as teaching techniques and styles. In fact, this can be 
considered a sub-topic under the factors or influences on the teaching and learning of English 
in the RTAFA also listed as part of the last issue in Table 6.1 above. However, due to the fact 
that a lot of information was provided by the students, it was decided to present these results 
in a separate section below.  
 
6.1.10.1 Too serious or strict 
It appeared that of the 25 students, seven commented that they preferred to have friendly 
instructors, not too strict or serious ones. As one cadet mentioned, “The instructors are 
considerably very strict. The cadets do not feel like studying. Many of the instructors are 
rather grumbling. When the instructors rebuke or grumble, the cadets do not want to study” 
(Student 505). Another comment was given. 
Some instructors are inactive while others like to force or criticize the 
students. As a result, the cadets do not feel like studying. Actually, being 
strict with the cadets is all right. However, the instructors should not 
criticize or look down upon the cadets. (Student 502) 
 
6.1.10.2 Knowledge and qualifications 
In relation to this issue, five students shared their viewpoints concerning the instructors’ lack 
of knowledge and qualifications. One commented, 
Knowledge of the instructors is important. If it is still not qualified, this will 
influence the teaching … Actually, whenever the students are called upon, 
the instructors should be calm and patient and should motivate the students 
to talk. (Student 502) 
 
Another student added to this issue based on his experience, “… instructors cannot explain 
why some items in an exercise are exceptions” (Student 405). In addition, one stated that   
I still feel good about English. I attend every class. I will not skip a class 
unless it is necessary. However, I have to accept that I have skipped 
(instructor’s name) class because I have felt that I have got nothing. I have 
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felt like this since (another instructor’s name) taught me because (she/he) 
does not have any qualifications. (Student 501) 
 
6.1.10.3 Activities  
Concerning activities and games, nine students recommended that these be incorporated into 
the teaching and learning of English. One mentioned that “We hardly have group activities. 
Playing games in groups is interesting because it gives knowledge and relaxation at the same 
time” (Student 204). Another student suggested, “Having activities with other universities or 
studying with other students outside the academy should be good because the cadets will 
know their ability and they can improve themselves” (Student 302). Based on the results from 
the questionnaires, only 227 students out of 467 (= 48.61 %) stated that their current 
instructors used activities to supplement the teachings (See Appendix 25 – Data of Items on 
the Main Questionnaire Referred to in Chapter 6, Question 25b.). 
 
6.1.10.4 Native English instructors and Thai instructors 
At the RTAFA, native English instructors are usually assigned to teach conversation. From 
the interviews, 15 students out of 25 said that native English instructors are necessary and 
recommended that more conversational classes with these instructors be arranged. One 
student commented, “I would like to study with native English instructors because they can 
hardly speak Thai. As a result, I have to speak English and improve myself” (Student 202). 
Another student suggested, “We have native English instructors at the academy. So, the first-
year cadets should have opportunities to study English with these instructors too” (Student 
102). With regards to Thai instructors, seven cadets agreed that Thai instructors should teach 
Grammar because “the students can ask all the questions without a communication 
breakdown” (Student 501). According to the questionnaires, the results showed that of the 475 
students, 247 (= 52 %) preferred to have both Thai and native English instructors whereas 53 
(= 11.16 %) would like to have native English instructors only and nine (= 1.89 %) preferred 
to have Thai instructors only. The others consisted of those who did not have a chance to 
study English with native English instructors (27.16 %) and who either omitted (6 %) or 
incorrectly marked the item (6.53 %) (See Appendix 25 – Data of Items on the Main 
Questionnaire Referred to in Chapter 6, Question 9b.).                                                                                    
 
6.1.10.5 Teaching styles or methods 
In relation to teaching styles and teaching methods, one of the ten interviewees expressed this 
view,  
 215 
Any types of lecture or talk are very boring for the cadets. They know that 
these activities are good but they feel bored. All the cadets are bored 
because they are always busy the whole week. They will go to sleep when 
they attend a lecture or talk. Also, they are not willing to go. They are 
recruited. If the academy would like to arrange a lecture or talk, it must be 
different and interesting. (Student 404)  
 
In addition, another student explained that “The instructors sit at the desk while they are 
teaching. They do not walk around to see the cadets. If they did, the cadets could ask their 
instructors when they have questions” (Student 402). These results were supported by those 
from the questionnaires as only 185 cadets out of the total number of 453 (= 40.84 %) chose 
the option Like the teaching styles of instructors (See Appendix 25 – Data of Items on the 
Main Questionnaire Referred to in Chapter 6, Question 21d.). In addition, only 140 students 
out of 456 (= 30.70 %) marked that the teaching styles of their current instructors were 
student-centered ones (See Appendix 25 – Data of Items on the Main Questionnaire Referred 
to in Chapter 6, Question 25d.). It would appear that it may be time for the senior managers of 
the English Department to revisit the necessity of whether more formal qualification in the 
teaching and learning of English may be necessary for staff working in the RTAFA. 
 
6.1.11 Factors or influences affecting the teaching and learning of English  
In these interviews, questions were asked to investigate whether there were any factors or 
influences that encouraged or discouraged the cadets to study English in the RTAFA. It 
appeared that several sub-topics were raised by the interviewees. These issues are presented in 
the following sections. 
 
6.1.11.1 Difficulty of English or lessons 
Of the 25 cadets interviewed, six mentioned that the difficulty of English or issues taught was 
one of the factors influencing their English study. One cadet commented, 
I do not understand the issues taught. The instructors are knowledgeable 
but their teaching styles are not good. Some instructors received a doctoral 
degree in their fields of study but my friends and I do not understand. I am 
talking about subjects in my major field of study, not an English subject. 
Nevertheless, I think it is common that if we do not understand the subject, 
we will not want to study and we will not be interested in it. (Student 501) 
 
The results from the interviews also reflected the results from the questionnaires. Of the 456 
respondents, only 196 (= 42.98 %) stated that English was easy to understand (See Appendix 
25 – Data of Items on the Main Questionnaire Referred to in Chapter 6, Question 21e.). 
 
 
 216 
6.1.11.2 Environment 
The issue of environment was raised as another factor influencing the teaching and learning of 
English by 18 students out of 25. In these interviews, it included both the military system and 
classroom environment in various aspects, namely the peer pressure, ventilation, cleanliness, 
light, posters and boards as well as carpet. One cadet mentioned that “The RTAFA system 
makes the cadets become tired. As a result, they can doze off in air-conditioning classroom” 
(Student 404). Another clarified the issue, 
It differs for each year level. The first-year cadets have limited time whereas 
the second-year cadets have to practice marching. Since they have limited 
time and they are tired, they would like to rest. The third- and fourth-year 
cadets will become active because they are going to graduate according to 
the new curriculum. Although the instructors have tried to motivate the 
cadets to study, the cadets are not interested in studying much. This is 
because they do not have to struggle to find a job. There is no competition. 
(Student 504) 
  
 
In addition, another pointed out, “The environment is also a factor. When colleagues at the 
RTAFA do not give much interest in studying, every subject becomes boring. There is no 
revision, just relaxing” (Student 503). Some other students recommended that the classrooms 
and language labs needed to be improved “… cleanliness. It must look good and the 
ventilation must be good too … Environment is a factor that has an influence on the students” 
(Student 501). Another added that “it is stuffy. I would like to have boards with useful 
information and knowledge” (Student 305). 
  
6.1.11.3 Time constraint 
As previously mentioned in earlier chapters, the cadets are governed by fixed schedules on 
weekdays and sometimes on weekends as well. One of the interviewees explained that  
Actually, I do not have enough time here. The first-year cadets are 
controlled by time constraint at all time. We get up at 5 a.m., take an oath, 
exercise until 6 a.m., take a shower and get dressed. Then, we attend a 
briefing, check the schedule of the day, clean the barracks, have breakfast 
and march to the Academic Faculty buildings. The academic time is from 8 
a.m. to 3 p.m. After that, we go back to the barracks. We will always be 
assigned things to do. There is no free time at all until 7 p.m. to 8 p.m., 
sometimes until 10 p.m. to 11 p.m. (Student 102) 
 
Another student gave further comments,  
Time is a factor. It is very limited. The cadets have time only from 7.30 p.m. 
to 9.30 p.m. during the briefing period that they can read their text. 
However, they will read other subjects because English has fewer credits. 
(Student 305) 
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The impact of long and regimented daily schedules, combined with the perceived lack of 
academic importance of English is reflected in these student interviews. 
 
6.1.11.4 Loss of interest or no motivation 
According to seven students who raised this issue, loss of interest or no motivation resulted 
from several factors, namely the teaching styles and methods, military system, practicality of 
the content, punishment, instructors and cadets themselves. As one cadet clarified,  
Some instructors are strict. While I was the (year level) cadet, the instructor 
was strict. I was punished to run for the whole period. So, I felt bored and I 
did not like the class. Some instructors are moody and like to blame the 
students. So, the cadets will feel against English studying. (Student 404) 
 
Another student shared a similar experience, “I have attended every class although I feel so 
bored with it. It seems to me that I am not going to use what the instructors teach me or I can 
use it very little in real life” (Student 501).  
 
6.1.11.5 Exhaustion 
As a military academy, the cadets are required to attend various types of training and routine 
activities. Of the seven students who commented on this issue, many agreed with a student 
who stated that “Sometimes after the training, the cadets feel exhausted and sleepy” (Student 
104). In addition, while one mentioned that “The military training does not encourage us to 
review what we have studied” (Student 304) another added, “There are a lot of activities and 
the cadets have limited time … The first-year cadets are usually tired” (Student 204).  
  
6.1.11.6 Punishment 
Another factor that influences the cadets’ attitude towards learning and studying English 
concerned punishment. Four cadets raised the issue of punishment during the interviews. It 
was believed that  
The instructors who are very strict can become a factor. For example, if 
some cadets doze off in class, the instructors will reprimand the whole class. 
Sometimes, punishment such as running will be given to the whole class. 
Good students will have to run too, which makes them feel bored. (Student 
303) 
 
In addition, an interviewee explained the military system,  
The first-year cadets have to go through punishment, which is part of 
becoming military personnel. It is the thing that we have to accept and be 
able to tolerate. The cadets will not have enough time to do anything and 
they are tired. (Student 201) 
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6.1.11.7 Laziness 
Of the 25 students, six admitted that another factor influencing their attitude towards English 
was their laziness. A cadet told the interviewer,  
When I was a first-year cadet, I was afraid to fail the examination. The less 
time I had, the more hard-working I became. On the contrary, when I 
become more senior, I have a lot of time but I am lazy. (Student 405) 
 
6.1.11.8 Feeling afraid or shy to speak English 
Another factor that three cadets referred to concerned embarrassment or shyness. One 
accepted, “… I have studied English for a long time but I am still afraid to speak English” 
(Student 401) while another stated that “Like other cadets, I may be shy to speak English to 
friends but I am not shy to speak English to foreigners” (Student 303). 
 
6.1.11.9 Male and language study 
During these interviews, only one student raised this issue. This is based on the fact the 
RTAFA allows only male cadets to attend the institution. In his opinion, cadets’ majors or 
fields of study could also be considered a possible factor in relation to one of the influences 
on the English study at the academy. This student commented that “Males who study in the 
field of Science are not interested in studying English. I am in the minority who like to study 
English” (Student 203).  
 
6.1.11.10 Cancellation of the class / many activities 
At the RTAFA, cancellation of a class is rather frequent due to extra or special activities 
requested from the Air Force and other organizations. As one students mentioned, “There are 
a lot of activities because of the system” (Student 502), another added that “These are, for 
example, activities on important days and the marching” (Student 403). However, another 
student expressed his concerns, “Sometimes the class is cancelled if there are a lot of 
activities happening at the same time. I am not good at English but I would like to study it” 
(Student 205). 
 
6.1.11.11 Culture 
As mentioned in 6.1.11.8, many cadets felt shy talking to their friends in English, one 
interviewee referred to culture as a factor interfering with English study. He explained, 
“Cadets in the same class usually laugh at each other. This is difficult to change” (Student 
402). 
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6.1.11.12 Background knowledge 
From the interviews, one student believed that an issue of background knowledge had an 
influence on his English study at the RTAFA. He clarified that it was   
The background of English, which is not quite good. Many cadets may face 
the same problem. Children in Bangkok and children from the country have 
different background knowledge of English. When they are to study 
together, their comprehension will differ. After a period of time, the children 
who came from the country will not be able to catch up with others and may 
not understand. They will feel depressed and valueless. So, they will no 
longer pay attention to their study. I came from (Name) Province. Many of 
the cadets feel like this. (Student 503) 
 
According to the results from the student questionnaires, out of the total number of 475 
cadets, 157 (= 33.05 %) were from Bangkok whereas 316 (= 66.53 %) were from the country 
and two did not mark this item (See Appendix 25 – Data of Items on the Main Questionnaire 
Referred to in Chapter 6, Question 4). In addition, it appeared that only 154 cadets out of 462 
(= 33.33 %), stated that they had good a background knowledge of English (See Appendix 25 
– Data of Items on the Main Questionnaire Referred to in Chapter 6, Question 21a.).      
 
6.1.11.13 Encouraging motivation  
Although many of these factors raised presented influences that discouraged the students from 
studying English at the RTAFA, two of the interviewees mentioned some factors that 
encouraged and motivated the cadets. One referred to “Scholarships to study abroad or to visit 
other countries such as Korea and Japan (one cadet per year level). This year (2004) includes 
the USA” (Student 304). In addition, he added “The navigational trip (going overseas, such as 
Australia, China, Korea, Malaysia, the Philippines and Singapore) assigned for the fourth and 
fifth year cadets” (Student 304) could motivate the students to become interested in English 
studying. 
 
6.2 Analysis of instructor interviews 
Similar to the instructor questionnaires, seven Thai instructors were asked to participate in 
this research study. In addition, two native English instructors, both were Americans, were 
requested to participate in the study as it was expected that the information received would 
supplement this research. All nine agreed to be interviewed. The interviews were conducted at 
the RTAFA in September 2004. They took approximately three weeks to complete, the same 
period of time that students were interviewed. The interviews were scheduled according to a 
convenient time for the instructors. After the objectives of this study were explained 
individually, each instructor was asked for permission to record the interview and there was 
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no objection to this request (See Appendix 5 – Plain Language Statement for Senior 
Administrators and Instructors). The instructors cooperated very well as nearly all of them 
were familiar with the researcher as a colleague. Each interview lasted from 45 minutes to 
over an hour. As there would be nine instructors interviewed, the interviewees were assigned 
the code number from 601 to 609. The colour code was also used to identify the number of 
instructors responding to particular themes that were of interest. With regards to the issues 
that all the instructors agreed upon, the identification numbers were highlighted in yellow. 
Table 6.2 shows the themes in relation to the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA 
raised by the instructors, some of which were similar to the ones mentioned by the cadets 
presented in the earlier section.  
 
Table 6.2 Themes from instructors’ interviews 
Colour code:                         = Every respondent agreed 
 
Themes / Issues concerned Instructors 
 n = 9 
Attitude to Teaching & Learning English 
• Successful / acceptable 
• Need improvement 
 
602, 609 
601, 603, 604, 605, 606, 607, 608 
• Number of credits influence English study 
• Increase of credits is recommended 
• Fun without stress recommended 
601 – 609  
601, 603, 604, 605, 606, 607, 608   
609 
Content of English   
• Speaking skill emphasized 603, 608 
• Listening, speaking and reading emphasised 606, 608 
• Too much emphasis on Grammar 
• Fluency or ability to function in English 
606, 608 
609 
Materials  
• Textbooks (Ex. ALC still useful) 
• Textbooks / specific texts / ESP for cadets required / provided 
• Lack of continuity 
• Very old and outdated textbooks / need more up-to-date textbooks 
601, 602 
602, 603, 604, 606 
604 
608 
• Reading materials (Sufficient in the library but lack of interest) 
• External readings recommended 
• Reading resource / material specific to aviation, cadets’ jobs and 
interesting issues 
601,602, 603, 604, 608  
604 
609 
Language Labs / Classrooms  
• Good 
• Fair 
• Need improvement 
 
608,609 
602 
601, 603, 604, 605, 606, 607 
• Equipment out-of-order 
• Modern technology / good & modern labs and classrooms required 
601, 603, 606, 607 
604, 605, 606, 607 
• Facilities (Ex. air-conditioners, movable facilities recommended)  601, 602, 603, 604, 606, 607, 609 
• Atmosphere / Environment (Ex. Old & dirty labs, curtains, carpet; 
posters, boards 
• Labs for listening & speaking / common classrooms for the other skills 
601, 602, 604, 605, 607, 608 
 
604, 606, 607 
• Use of resource at its best recommended 
• Use of lab should be more open / sign-up sheets to use computer labs 
• Staff (More for lab maintenance)  
• Staff training every year 
607, 608 
607, 609 
601, 602 
608 
English Periods Increased  
• Year 1-3 (2hrs) 601, 604, 605, 606, 609 
• Year 4-5 (3hrs) 608 
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Preference of Year Level  
• Specific (Convenient) 
• Not specific (No preference / Difficulties) 
602, 603, 606, 607, 608 
601* , 604*, 605* , 609 
Revise English Curriculum 601 – 609    
• More specific 601, 602, 606, 607 
• Clearly specified 601, 602, 604, 605, 607 
• Each skill taught separately 
• Lack of continuity 
• Regular revision recommended 
• Instructors’ participation in curriculum design / set goals or objectives 
• Fixed & detailed course description / lesson plan recommended and 
required 
• Objectives / goals emphasised 
• Teaching methods important / new and modern teaching methods 
recommended 
• More flexibility, freedom, creativity for native speakers  
• Five-year curriculum (as before) recommended 
601, 604 
603, 607 
603 
603, 607 
603, 605, 607 
 
604, 606, 607 
604, 607, 609 
 
609 
606 
Instructors  
• Native English instructors required 601, 606, 608, 609 
• Teach according to instructors’ expertise / specialization recommended 
• Cooperation / discussions / meetings among instructors required 
• Teach what they like / not follow the curriculum 
• Thai teacher teach Grammar 
601, 607 
603, 604, 605, 607 
603 
602,609 
Cadets   
• Lack of interest (not active / cooperative) / lack of working experience 601, 602, 603, 605, 606, 607 
• Sometimes, punishment required 
• Different background knowledge / language proficiency 
• Different learning styles / objectives (Just to pass the exam) 
• Feedback 
601, 602, 603, 606* 
604, 607, 608, 609 
606 
605 
Factors / Influences 
• Military system / environment (vs. Civilian: More freedom, time, 
responsibility) 
 
602, 603, 605, 606, 607, 608 
• Time constraint 601, 602, 603, 604, 605 
• Exhaustion (after training, on duty at night) 601, 602, 603 
• Males do not like to study English or languages 
• Cancellation of the class / lots of activities 
• Limited experience with native speakers or English-speaking 
environment 
601, 603, 607 
602, 605 
603, 607, 608, 609 
• Management issues / Seniority system / Bureaucratic system 
• Limited / Insufficient budget 
• Culture (laugh at each other) / shy to speak English 
601, 602, 605, 606, 607, 609 
605, 606, 607 
608, 609 
• Motivation / Encouraging factors to teach  601 – 609  
Class Size  
• Small / smaller 604, 605, 607, 608, 609 
Recommendations  
• Recruit new English instructors 603 
• Classification of cadets’ levels of English for each year level 
recommended 
604, 607, 609 
• Tutorial classes recommended 604 
• Self-access rooms with facilities, materials, activities to supplement 
cadets’ learning 
605, 606 
• Experience different jobs in different Directorates or departments 607 
• Visit or participate in Defense Exercise Training 607 
• Learning outside classrooms (Ex. Supermarkets) 607, 609 
• More computers / Internet required 608, 609 
 
601*, 604*, 605* - Further comments were given. For example, “However, if I can choose, I will choose the (year level) 
year”. 
606* - Assigning news summary or extra exercises but not in the class period. 
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6.2.1 Attitude to teaching and learning English 
When asked to comment whether the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA was 
successful or in need of improvement, seven instructors indicated that it needed improvement. 
One said, 
There are many factors: the budget, system of classroom usage, teaching 
materials, lesson plan, curriculum which lacks continuity, cadets and 
instructors. In other words, it’s the whole system. However, the first thing 
that we can do is the curriculum because it is within our capabilities. If we 
succeed, it may be possible to adjust the cadets’ behaviour or idea. Then, 
this may lead to the improvement of budget and other issues. The point is 
whether the instructors realize these facts and have already started this 
process or not. (Instructor 607)  
 
On the other hand, two instructors stated that they thought the teaching and learning of 
English was successful. One commented, “It’s a good program. Teachers are dedicated to 
students. The quality of instruction is at a very high level” (Instructor 609). However, this 
instructor recommended that English study should be “Fun without stress” (Instructor 609). 
For the number of credits assigned to English, all nine instructors agreed that this fact had an 
influence on the teaching and learning of English. One pointed out, “At present, it is only one 
credit per semester. If more credits are given, the cadets will be more interested in this subject 
because it will affect their GPA” (Instructor 601). Another added, “Absolutely, The credits 
assigned to English have an influence on the cadets’ motivation because these will affect the 
cadets’ GPA. I have mentioned this issue to high-ranking officers but they did not agree with 
me” (Instructor 606). Of these nine instructors interviewed, seven recommended an increase 
of between two and three credits per semester. 
 
6.2.2 Content of English   
Concerning the influence of the content of English on the cadets’ learning of English, three 
instructors suggested that listening, speaking and reading skills needed to be emphasized. This 
was also reflected in the results from the instructors’ questionnaires. In fact, out of nine 
respondents, seven rated listening and eight marked speaking skills as very important whereas 
two rated reading skill as very important and five marked it as important (See Appendix 26 – 
Data of Items on the Instructor Questionnaire Referred to in Chapter 6, Question 20). For 
Grammar, two interviewees mentioned that too much emphasis was on Grammar. One 
pointed out, “Thai instructors like to teach Grammar. To me, communication is important. I 
don’t think Grammar is important” (Instructor 608). In addition, another instructor added that 
“Fluency or ability to function in a language is just as important, or more important, than 
book learning English” (Instructor 609). According to the questionnaires, six agreed with that 
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while two instructors recommended more emphasis on grammatical points and one omitted 
this item (See Appendix 26 – Data of Items on the Instructor Questionnaire Referred to in 
Chapter 6, Question 10e.). 
 
6.2.3 Materials 
With respect to English materials, two instructors believed that the American Language 
Course (ALC) was still useful. However, four recommended that textbooks, specific 
textbooks as well as English for Specific Purposes (ESP) texts be provided for the cadets and 
instructors. One suggested that “The instructors should select and compile appropriate 
materials from their large collection for the cadets to be used as their textbooks” (Instructor 
603). Another added further, “The cadets should be given textbooks of their own. There 
should not be any problem about the budget because generally the instructors give them 
sheets as well. Just bind these sheets for them” (Instructor 602). However, one mentioned that 
the English materials lacked continuity whereas another complained, “The textbooks are 
outdated and very old. You need modern textbooks…ALC (American Language Course) uses 
very very old books. Americans in military don’t use this book” (Instructor 608).  
 
In relation to reading materials, when asked to comment on this issue, five interviewees 
believed that there were sufficient materials in the RTAFA library, but cadets lack an interest 
in reading. One instructor clarified, “Actually, there are a lot of reading materials such as 
newspapers and aviation magazines in the RTAFA library. However, cadets and instructors 
are not interested in searching for them” (Instructor 601). Nevertheless, two interviewees 
suggested that external readings and reading resources such as materials concerning aviation, 
cadets’ jobs and other interesting issues be provided. Contrary to the results from the 
instructor questionnaires, six instructors did not think that there were enough reading 
materials for the number of the air cadets whereas three believed that there were enough (See 
Appendix 26 – Data of Items on the Instructor Questionnaire Referred to in Chapter 6, 
Question 10i.). 
 
6.2.4 Language labs and classrooms 
Six instructors agreed that the language labs needed improvement whereas two believed that 
they were in good condition and one stated that they were fair. Several sub-topics were 
mentioned as follows. 
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6.2.4.1 Equipment and technology 
Of those who recommended the improvement, four mentioned that the equipment was out-of-
order while another four would like to have good and modern labs and classrooms equipped 
with modern technology. Some comments were, for example, “The quality of the equipment 
such as cassette players, headphones, etc. must be in good condition” (Instructor 601) and 
“The labs are too old. They are very old. We still use cassette tapes. Actually, CD players, 
software and multimedia should be used instead. In many places, computers are used in the 
English test” (Instructor 604).  
 
6.2.4.2 Facilities and environment 
For the facilities, seven interviewees commented on this issue. While many agreed that the 
air-conditioners did not work properly, some pointed out that “The arrangement of facilities in 
the labs is not flexible. In Australia, there is no booth to separate the students. Desks and 
chairs are not fixed. As a result, classroom or lab arrangement can be made different each 
day” (Instructor 603). In terms of atmosphere and environment, six instructors mentioned that 
the labs, classrooms, curtains and carpet were old, dirty and stuffy. In addition, light, posters 
and board arrangement were recommended as one instructor stated, “There is no more board 
arrangement, providing the information related to English, English Quiz Contest, etc. It will 
be helpful for the cadets” (Instructor 602).  
 
6.2.4.3 Use of language labs 
Concerning the use of labs and common classrooms, three interviewees suggested that “The 
language labs are suitable for listening…For other activities, general classrooms are 
preferable. They should be equipped with facilities such as an LCD, Data Viewer and video 
cassette player” (Instructor 606). However, two recommended using resources at their best 
since they were “not fully used” (Instructor 608). In addition, another two instructors 
mentioned that the use of the labs should be more open. That is, “A particular lab should not 
be fixed for only the instructors who teach a particular year level. Any instructor who would 
like to use the lab can make a reservation or sign up for that” (Instructor 607).  
 
6.2.4.4 Staff requirement and staff training 
During these interviews, two instructors raised the issue of the need to have staff to maintain 
lab equipment. They recommended that the Department “should have enough knowledgeable 
personnel who will be responsible for the language lab maintenance” (Instructor 602) as “now 
only one” (Instructor 601) was assigned to be responsible for all the four labs. One 
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interviewee requested “staff training two hours a year” (Instructor 608). A further explanation 
was also given, “You have everything you need in the language lab. What you need is 
teaching for the staff on how to use the language lab. For me, nobody taught me during these 
four years” (Instructor 608).  
 
6.2.5 English periods increased 
Of the nine instructors interviewed, five recommended an increase of English periods for the 
new curriculum from two periods to between three and four periods. For the old curriculum, 
only one suggested an increase from three periods to five periods per week. From the 
questionnaires, when asked about the time given to the English classes at the RTAFA, six 
respondents marked Too little while three chose Appropriate (See Appendix 26 – Data of 
Items on the Instructor Questionnaire Referred to in Chapter 6, Question 16). 
  
6.2.6 Preference for year level 
At the RTAFA, the English instructors usually teach the same year levels. While five 
indicated that they had preferences for the year levels of the cadets they would like to teach, 
four had no preference for this issue. For those who had preferences, two preferred to teach 
the first-year cadets, another two preferred the second-year cadets and the other preferred the 
fifth year. However, three out of four who stated that they did not have any preference gave 
further comments on this issue. One explained, “Any year level will be fine because we can 
improve ourselves…However, I like to teach the first year because I can give them 
background knowledge in all skills” (Instructor 604). It appeared that among these three 
instructors, two preferred the first year whereas one preferred either the third or fourth year. 
 
6.2.7 Revision of English curriculum 
In relation to the RTAFA English curriculum, all nine instructors would like to have it 
revised.  Several sub-topics were raised by these interviewees as presented and clarified in the 
following sections.  
 
6.2.7.1 More specific and clearly specified curriculum  
For this issue, four instructors recommended that the curriculum be more specific whereas 
five proposed that specification of the curriculum should be made. One commented,  
As a military academy, we are different from other civilian universities in 
that the latter aim to prepare their students to be familiar with general 
issues whereas we need our personnel to be able to use English in their 
work such as to take part in the Defense Exercise Training. (Instructor 607) 
 226 
Another also pointed out, “The curriculum should be more specific … It should state clearly 
about a particular skill to be taught in each particular semester or year level” (Instructor 601) 
so that, as another added, “the instructors will not teach the same issues over and over” 
(Instructor 602). In addition, two of these instructors suggested that each skill be taught 
separately.  
 
6.2.7.2 Lack of continuity and instructors’ participation in curriculum design  
With regards to the current RTAFA curriculum, two instructors referred to it as lacking in 
continuity. They also recommended that instructors set the goals or objectives of English 
study and participate in curriculum design. As a result, they would understand and visualize 
things as a whole system. One instructor proposed,  
I would like to see the instructors at the RTAFA meet and discuss about our 
goals or objectives. We have to bear in mind that we are to produce 
graduates who will be specialized in particular fields. So, first we have to 
think what they should know and what we should give them. Then, we have 
to look at all the issues to be taught. Next, we have to classify what they 
should know at the beginning level – probably every skill in general – and 
at the higher levels. For higher levels, the issues may be deeper and greater 
in details, leading to specialization in different fields or majors. The cadets 
should be able to realize the uniqueness of our goals or objectives, which 
are different from those of the universities. (Instructor 607) 
 
Generally, the curriculum is expected to be revised every five years; however, one of these 
two interviewees suggested a regular revision of the curriculum every two years instead.   
 
6.2.7.3 Course description and lesson plans  
Based on the issues mentioned in 6.2.7.1 and 6.2.7.2, three interviewees recommended that 
fixed and detailed course description and lesson plans be arranged. One instructor clarified the 
issue,  
At present, it gives only a general idea. So, it really depends on each 
instructor. This may be convenient for the instructors. However, when any 
instructor gets a promotion or transfers, the instructor who is going to 
replace that instructor may have difficulties continuing the course. We 
should have a clear and fixed course syllabus. (Instructor 605) 
 
6.2.7.4 Objectives and goals emphasized 
From the interviews, three instructors believed that it would be very helpful if cadets realize 
the importance of the objectives or goals of their English study at the RTAFA. As one 
instructor explained,  
The cadets are clever but they are not active. This is because they have not 
realized their aim until they are in the fifth year. The academy and its 
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personnel should make the cadets realize the importance of English more. 
(Instructor 606) 
   
6.2.7.5 Importance of teaching methods / more flexibility, freedom and creativity   
Concerning the English teaching methods, four instructors believed that these were important 
issue, which had an influence on English teaching and learning. One referred to the English 
teaching methods applied in Thailand in general, “… our teaching methods do not encourage 
us to use English in communication. So, no matter how long we study English, it will not be 
better” (Instructor 607). As a result, another recommended an improvement in relation to new 
and modern teaching methods in the RTAFA. In addition, one interviewee pointed out that 
more flexibility, freedom and creativity be allowed especially for native speakers. That is,  
For native speakers, they need more flexibility – not so much with the books 
but try to get people to function in English…To give the cadets lectures does 
not do any good because it puts them to sleep. So, native speakers should 
have more creative freedom to do things to get cadets function in English. 
Then, they will be less afraid to speak with Farang (foreigner). (Instructor 
609)    
 
6.2.7.6 Five-year curriculum recommended 
Due to the fact that the RTAFA has changed its curriculum from five years to four years since 
2002, one instructor commented on this issue, 
The RTAFA curriculum should not have been changed from five-year to 
four-year program. As the academy has planned to make this institution 
international, the cadets should be qualified. They should be completely 
ready. We should have our own standpoint as a military academy and 
others should respect this point. (Instructor 606) 
 
6.2.8 Instructors 
Another issue that received interest from the interviewees concerned the instructors of the 
RTAFA. Four mentioned that it was necessary and helpful to have native English instructors. 
One explained,  
It will be very helpful to have more or at least two full time (in practice, not 
in theory) native English instructors, who graduated in the related areas 
such as Education or English teaching, to help or give suggestions to Thai 
instructors. (Instructor 601) 
 
In addition, another added, 
Good things of native speakers are they have to establish personal contact, 
build friendship and confidence and try to communicate. When they can 
communicate because native speakers are not fluent in Thai or don’t speak 
Thai, the fear factor goes down. (Instructor 609)  
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As for Thai instructors, while one interviewee believed that Thai instructors were helpful with 
Grammar, another two believed instructors should teach according to their expertise. One 
clarified the issue,  
Different instructors are good and skillful in different skills. As a result, the 
instructors should be assigned to be responsible for the skill they are good 
at and they feel confident teaching it. This will be good for both the 
instructors and the cadets. This can be seen in universities where different 
instructors will be specialized in their particular area(s). One good point is 
that they know deeply in their field, so the students can get a lot of 
knowledge from the instructors. Also, they may be able to motivate their 
students more effectively. However, one disadvantage is that the students 
may not have enough chances to learn other skills. So, at the beginning we 
can teach the cadets all the four skills. Later, in higher year levels we can 
teach them each skill in each semester or year. (Instructor 607) 
 
Another issue raised by four interviewees involved cooperation, discussion as well as 
meetings arranged among instructors. While one commented, “The Department lacks 
cooperation from some English instructors. Some hardly attend the Department’s meetings” 
(Instructor 603), another added, “The instructors should talk to each other. If there are any 
problems, the instructors should talk or have a discussion” (Instructor 604). There was, 
however, one instructor who stated that “The instructors do not follow the curriculum. They 
teach what they like” (Instructor 603).   
  
6.2.9 Cadets 
Concerning the cadets, six out of nine instructors commented on the cadets’ lack of interest in 
English study, which can be considered one of several discouraging factors for the instructors. 
However, this section focused on the cadets whereas the section of factors or influences on 
English study was presented in details in the following section. For this issue one instructor 
stated, “The cadets are not active. They do not want to speak English. They are not 
cooperative” (Instructor 603) whereas another clarified further,  
The cadets do not realize their goals and the advantages of English. They do 
not even try to understand either. This is because they do not have any 
experiences working. If they refuse to receive any knowledge given, it will 
be very difficult for the instructors, no matter how good the instructors, the 
teaching methods or the materials are. (Instructor 607)  
 
Therefore, three interviewees admitted that “sometimes punishment such as running, doing 
push-ups and reporting to their commanders may be required” (Instructor 601). On the other 
hand, another stated, “If punishment will be used, it will be assigned as news summary or 
extra exercises. However, this will not be done in the class period” (Instructor 606). Another 
issue of interest was different background knowledge of the cadets. Three instructors agreed 
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that “… a wide spectrum of ability of students” (Instructor 609) made it difficult to design the 
curriculum and administer the teaching and learning appropriately. Another instructor (native 
English), however, stated further, “Their (the cadets’) language proficiency is relatively poor 
when they’re at school. Because, like I mentioned before, there is not enough opportunities to 
practice, not enough classroom instructions and nobody to talk to” (Instructor 608). From the 
questionnaires, it appeared that all nine instructors chose that Inadequacy of background 
knowledge was a probable reason the cadets did not like to study English (See Appendix 26 – 
Data of Items on the Instructor Questionnaire Referred to in Chapter 6, Question 15a.). 
Another point commented on by one interviewee related to the different learning styles and 
objectives of the cadets, as for example, learning just to pass the examination. As this 
instructor explained,  
The cadets are much different from students in civilian universities. They 
will be interested only in the last period(s) of the teaching and learning 
because they are hoping that the instructors will give them some clues about 
the examination. (Instructor 606)  
 
In addition, one instructor accepted that the feedback from the cadets was a discouraging 
factor.   
Some graduates who were not interested in English while they were 
studying at the academy said that they have got nothing from studying 
English here. On the contrary, they have improved a lot from other 
language schools. Actually, they do not realize that it is because they are 
now interested in studying English and they have to pay their own money for 
this. I feel discouraged when I hear comments like these. (Instructor 605)       
 
6.2.10 Factors or influences on the teaching and learning of English 
From the interviews, the instructors raised several sub-topics in relation to the issue of factors 
that have an influence on the study of English at the RTAFA. These are presented in the 
following sub-sections. 
  
6.2.10.1 Military system and environment 
Of the nine interviewees, six indicated that the military system, together with the environment 
and atmosphere, was one of the factors. Some mentioned that the environment and 
atmosphere did not encourage the cadets to learn as there were too many rules and regulations 
and only male student could attend the RTAFA. On the contrary, the students in civilian 
universities are fresh and eager to learn. One commented,  
As this is a military academy, it cannot be compared with civilian 
universities, where the students have more freedom. Civilian students have 
time to study and search for further information. Based on different 
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environment, they are encouraged or forced to be responsible for 
themselves. (Instructor 602)  
 
In addition, another instructor added, 
At the university, I can give homework and do activities in class. But here, I 
can’t because they don’t like that – I don’t know why. Here, all is free, but 
at universities, they have to pay. Cadets have to do something really bad to 
get kicked out. In American universities, it’s very easy to get in but very 
difficult to stay. But here (RTAFA), it’s the opposite – very difficult to get in 
but very easy to stay. (Instructor 608) 
 
6.2.10.2 Time constraint and exhaustion    
Five interviewees believed that time was a major issue at the RTAFA as it is rather fixed and 
limited. While one stated that the cadets did not have enough time to practice English 
themselves, another commented further,  
I used to offer tutorial time for the cadets who are not good at English. 
However, they did not come because they could not. The cadets have a lot of 
activities. So, time restriction is an issue. They have to help themselves. 
(Instructor 602) 
 
In addition, three of these instructors also mentioned the cadets’ exhaustion. One clarified, 
“The cadets are tired due to military training. So, they do not want to study, which makes it 
difficult to teach” (Instructor 601) whereas another pointed out, “…the cadets claim that they 
have to be on duty at night, which the instructors are not quite sure whether this is true or not” 
(Instructor 602). 
  
6.2.10.3 Male and language study 
Among the nine interviewees, three thought that the issue of gender also influenced the 
teaching and learning of English at the RTAFA. One instructor explained, 
Females are usually skillful in language learning while males tend to be 
inferior in this point. It also depends on the interest of males. They are not 
interested in languages much. Thus, the more we force them to study, the 
more they will resist and hate studying languages. (Instructor 607) 
 
Another commented that “Male students usually do not like to study English because they 
will be required to speak, practice and act out” (Instructor 603). 
 
6.2.10.4 Activities 
With regards to activities, two instructors complained that the cadets had too many activities, 
so they did not have enough time to study. One even clarified, “The cadets have to attend too 
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many activities, sometimes even during the examination. Classes are often cancelled. It is the 
system which is difficult to change” (Instructor 602).  
 
6.2.10.5 Limited experience with native speakers or English-speaking environment 
This issue was raised by four interviewees who agreed that the cadets had rather limited 
experiences with native English speakers or in English-speaking environments. One explained 
that the cadets had 
… only two foreigners to talk to. Unlike the students at Sri Nakarin Virote 
University, they are female and the university is located on Sukhumvit Road, 
where they can easily find foreigners to talk to. Also, the family of the 
cadets, their instructors and friends are Thai. (Instructor 608) 
 
As a result, another instructor recommended, “… we have to put the cadets in the condition or 
situation where English usage is inevitable. This is, for example, an oral interview 
examination” (Instructor 607). 
 
6.2.10.6 Management system and budget 
Concerning the management system of the RTAFA, six out of nine instructors shared their 
opinions with the researcher. This included issues of seniority and the bureaucratic system. 
One commented that “The RTAFA has high expectation from the Department but the priority 
and status is low” (Instructor 609) whereas another added, “The Head of the Department 
should have authority to manage the system or things in the Department. At the RTAFA, the 
seniority is one of the limitations” (Instructor 601). In addition, another instructor clarified, 
“…some commanders can discourage instructors. Different commanders differ” (Instructor 
602). Among these six interviewees, three referred to limited or insufficient budget granted to 
adequately maintain the English curriculum requirements. As one explained, 
The Department is not supported in relation to the budget. At one time, 
there was an extra budget given to the academy, our Department was the 
only one among three departments that did not receive the grant although 
our project cost less than the other two projects. Also, we have been blamed 
that our teaching is not qualified. These people focus only on the result but 
they do not give us support or encouragement to better the process. 
(Instructor 606) 
 
6.2.10.7 Culture 
The cultural context of the RTAFA influences the teaching and learning of English. One of 
the two interviewees pointed out, 
One characteristic of Thai people is they laugh at other people. I’ve heard it 
said and I think it’s true. I don’t know what to do. For cadets, they are 
afraid that they will be laughed at in (English) classes. Also, from my 
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experience, Asian students are afraid to speak English due to inhibition. 
(Instructor 608)    
 
6.2.10.8 Motivation to teach 
Although there were several factors that discouraged personnel and the teaching and learning 
of English in the RTAFA, all nine interviewees agreed that they enjoyed teaching at this 
institution since they loved teaching and the cadets were nice. In addition, one referred to 
opportunities “…to help some cadets to go abroad. So, they can have a chance to improve 
themselves and develop the country” (Instructor 604). On the other hand, another mentioned 
that the instructors could have “opportunities to go abroad from time to time” (Instructor 601). 
 
6.2.11 Class size 
During these interviews, five instructors made a similar recommendation in relation to the 
number of students in an English class. They agreed that there were too many cadets in each 
class and suggested a smaller class size. That is, as one proposed, “Fifteen cadets per class is 
recommended. However, limited classrooms and time restriction may become problems” 
(Instructor 605). Another added further, 
If the commanders want these young men to be confident in English, you 
have to have smaller classes where they can have a chance to speak with 
their foreign teacher. And they have got to have activities where they 
understand that English is a natural part of being a person, nothing to be 
afraid about. It is fun and opens new doors to new people and new 
experiences. But it can’t be done with 30 people in a class and a book. 
(Instructor 609) 
 
These results were supported by those from the questionnaires as four respondents preferred 
to have no more than 10 students and the other five preferred to have from 11 to 20 students 
in each class (See Appendix 26 – Data of Items on the Instructor Questionnaire Referred to in 
Chapter 6, Question 18). 
 
6.2.12 Recommendations 
Based on the interviews conducted with these nine instructors, several offered 
recommendations concerning English study at the RTAFA. The instructors made the 
following suggestions: 
1. New instructors should be recruited. 
2. Cadets should be assigned to an English class based on their levels of English 
proficiency, not according to their majors. This recommendation resulted from the fact 
that the cadets’ proficiency in English varies greatly, or to a certain degree. 
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3. Tutorial classes should be offered. 
4. Provision of self-access room(s) equipped with facilities and English materials as well 
as activities should be encouraged. 
5. Cadets should have opportunities to experience different jobs in different Directorates 
or Departments in the Royal Thai Air Force. 
6. Cadets should have opportunities to visit, or participate in, the joint/combined defense 
force exercises held on a regular basis in Thailand, as for example, Cobra Gold Joint 
Combined Military Exercise, which is the cooperation between the United States 
Armed Forces and the Royal Thai Armed Forces.  
7. Learning and teaching outside classrooms was recommended. 
8. More modern computers and Internet connections should be provided. 
 
6.3 Analysis of senior administrator interviews 
At the beginning, it was planned that two senior administrators, consisting of the current Dean 
of the Academic Faculty and Director of Humanities and Social Science Division, would be 
requested to complete the questionnaires and attend the interviews. However, it was decided 
that two more senior administrators, including the new Dean of the Academic Faculty 
(effective from the 1st of October 2004) and Senior Professor of the Academic Faculty, would 
be asked to participate in this study as they were very cooperative and willing to share 
information and opinions on the issue of English study in the RTAFA with the researcher. It 
was believed that the data collection would be more complete and useful for this research 
study. As the researcher has been working at the RTAFA for many years, there was no 
objection to these requests. All the four senior administrators agreed to participate in the 
interviews. Due to the limited time of these four senior administrators in relation to their 
management responsibilities, it was decided that only the interviews, not the questionnaire, 
would be conducted with the senior administrators. The interviews were conducted at the 
RTAFA in September 2004. The interviews were scheduled according to a convenient time of 
these senior administrators. After the objectives of this study were explained individually, 
each senior administrator was asked for permission to record the interview and there was no 
objection to this request (See Appendix 5 – Plain Language Statement for Senior 
Administrators and Instructors). During some of these interviews, however, the researcher had 
to stop the recording occasionally upon request. Although the complete information was 
given, the interviewees felt more comfortable commenting on some issues without recording. 
As a result, that information would not be included in this study as issues of ethics and 
confidentiality were observed. Each interview lasted from 30 to 45 minutes. As there would 
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be four senior administrators interviewed, the interviewees were assigned the code number 
from 701 to 704. The colour code was also used to identify the number of senior 
administrators responding to particular themes that were of interest. With regards to the issues 
that all the senior administrators agreed upon, the identification numbers were highlighted in 
yellow. To begin with, each senior administrator was asked to review and add any 
information in relation to his background education and experiences. All the interviewees 
graduated with a master’s degree. In addition, two of these senior administrators were 
previously cadets of the RTAFA. Out of these four, only one was still teaching. Table 6.3 
shows the themes concerning the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA raised and 
commented by the senior administrators, some of which were similar to the ones mentioned 
by the cadets and instructors presented in the previous sections.  
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Table 6.3 Themes from senior administrators’ interviews  
Colour code:                         = Every respondent agreed  
Themes / Issues concerned Senior Administrators 
 n = 4 
Attitude to Learning & Studying English  
• English is very important / important 701 – 704  
• Useful for cadets’ career / future 701, 703, 704 
• Increase of credits is recommended  
• Same credits recommended 
702, 704  
701, 703 
• Need to make cadets realize objectives, goals and importance of English study 701, 702, 703 
Content of English  
• Emphasis now on Grammar 702 
• More or emphasis on Listening, Speaking and Conversation required 
• Speaking and Writing should be emphasised 
701 
702, 703 
• Grammar & Reading first, then Listening & Speaking 704 
Materials & Teaching Aids  
• Appropriate textbooks (Ex. ALC) 702, 703, 704 
• More computers & CD ROM required 701, 702, 704 
Library 
• Outdated / Not inviting 
 
703 
• More books required / outdated books / buying useful books recommended 702, 703, 704 
• Not enough librarians and personnel 703 
Language Labs / Classrooms  
• Need improvement 
• Enough labs 
701, 702, 704 
701, 703, 704 
• Old / Equipment out-of-order  701, 704 
• Suitable location for language labs / atmosphere / environment 701, 702 
• Good & modern labs & equipment required 701, 703, 704 
• Facilities (Ex. Air-conditioners & others) 701, 702, 704 
• Staff (More for lab maintenance) 701, 702, 704 
Class Size  
• Small / smaller 701, 702 
Comments on English Curriculum  
• Compulsory (as designed) 701 – 704    
• 4-year curriculum as designed   
• 2-year curriculum  
702, 703, 704   
701 
• Lack of continuity / diverse 
• Seminars with other institutions recommended 
702, 703 
703, 704 
• Lack of evaluation 702 
• Practical use of English recommended 
• Aviation English & its vocabulary recommended 
702 
703 
• Many activities recommended (Ex. English Quiz Contest) 
• More time should be given 
701, 703, 704 
703, 704 
Instructors  
• Knowledge & qualifications (Quality of teaching) required 701, 702, 703 
• Teaching methods / techniques 702, 703 
• Native English instructors required / selection recommended 701, 702, 703 
• Creating environment that English is necessary 701 
Cadets  
• Lack of interest / sleeping in class (discouraging factor for instructors) 
• Exhaustion 
701, 703, 704 
703 
• Background knowledge 701 
Factors / Influences  
• Military system  701, 703, 704 
• Time constraint 701, 703, 704 
• Lots of activities and cancellation of the class 701 – 704  
• Management system 701, 702, 704  
• Budget / support from the RTAF 701, 702, 704 
• Classification of cadets’ levels of English 
• Motivation / encouraging factors to study English  
701 
701 – 704 
Recommendations  
• Self-access room  704 
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6.3.1 Attitude to teaching and learning English 
From the interviews, all four senior administrators agreed upon the importance of English 
study in the RTAFA. While three stated that it was very important, the other said it was 
important. In addition, three of them mentioned further the advantages of English for cadets’ 
career and future. One clarified this issue, 
When I was young, I did not realize the importance of English until I grew 
up. Now, English is considered the second language because our society has 
changed…For the RTAFA, English is very important because our personnel 
have to participate in various Defense Force Exercises such as Cope 
Thunder and some of them have to attend the F-16 pilot training. It is a 
normal distribution to have some, who are good in English and others, who 
are not good in English. However, this is an era of Globalisation and 
Technology. Therefore, English is necessary. If the cadets can speak, read 
and write well enough, it will be good. (Senior administrator 703) 
 
When asked to comment on the credits assigned for English, all the interviewees believed that 
the number of credits has an influence on the teaching and learning of English at this 
institution. However, two preferred to have an increase from one to two credits per semester 
as the cadets would become more interested in English study whereas the other two preferred 
the same one credit assigned. One senior administrator explained that 
It is difficult to change. If we increase the English credits, this may affect 
the whole curriculum. We are in the field of Engineering. As a result, if the 
English credits are increased, the credits of other subjects will be 
decreased. We have based our curriculum upon Fundamental Engineering. 
So, we cannot have many English courses while having few courses of other 
subjects. Moreover, both the systems of quality control on education and 
professional engineer licence play an important part in this. Other courses 
such as Psychology and Principles in Politics are also important. (Senior 
administrator 703)  
 
However, three interviewees recommended that making the cadets realize the importance of 
English by focusing on the cadets’ objectives, goals and future career would lead to an 
improvement in their attitude and motivation in studying English. As one senior administrator 
pointed out, 
If the cadets do not want to study English, they will not be interested in it. It 
is important to make them know that they have to use it after graduation. 
Everything comes from their attitude. How can we make them realize that 
English is important? If English really has an influence on the student pilot 
candidacy, it may be helpful. (Senior administrator 701) 
  
6.3.2 Content of English   
In relation to the content of English, one interviewee mentioned that an emphasis was still on 
Grammar. He questioned, “Even in the last year, Grammar is still being taught. Is it 
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necessary?” (Senior administrator 702). As a result, two senior administrators suggested that 
speaking and writing be emphasized whereas another recommended that listening, speaking 
and conversation be the focus. However, the other believed that basic skills such as Grammar 
and reading be taught first followed by listening and speaking skills later. 
 
6.3.3 Materials and teaching aids 
Three interviewees believed that the American Language Course (ALC) provided appropriate 
textbooks for the cadets. One mentioned that “There are issues related to aviation in these 
textbooks” (Senior administrator 703). Another added, “It is suitable for specific purposes. 
For example, the cadets can learn some technical orders (TO), which will be helpful for 
working in the Air Force. However, it should not be used as a main text” (Senior 
administrator 704). Nevertheless, two of them found it difficult to comment on the other 
textbooks listed since they were neither familiar with these texts nor specialized in this 
particular field. Concerning computers and CD ROM, three out of four senior administrators 
recommended that more of these be provided for the cadets.  
 
6.3.4 Library 
With regards to the RTAFA library, one interviewee stated that it was outdated and did not 
attract the cadets much. In addition, he added further, “There are not enough librarians and 
personnel and the cadets often sleep during library hours” (Senior administrator 703). Three 
out of four commented that library books were outdated and more books were required. One 
clarified, 
The number of books here cannot be compared with that of some other 
countries because we still need a lot of books. We do not have a lot of 
budget. Sometimes, we receive an urgent budget within a very limited time. 
So, we cannot make it in time. (Senior administrator 702) 
 
Another explained further, 
The Department of Humanities is responsible for ordering the books. This 
year, the order has already been made. However, the problem is we have 
not got the books we would like to have. The books that we have received 
are kept in the library under the responsibility of the Head of the 
Department. (Senior administrator 704) 
 
6.3.5 Language labs and classrooms    
Concerning language labs and classrooms, three senior administrators recommended that 
improvement was needed. However, three out of four believed that four existing language 
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labs would have been enough provided that they were in good condition. From these 
interviews, several sub-topics in relation to this issue were raised and presented as follows. 
 
6.3.5.1 Equipment and technology 
Of these four interviewees, two said that they could not comment on this issue as they did not 
have a chance to examine the labs whereas the other two stated that the labs were old and the 
equipment was out-of-order. There were, however, three senior administrators who mentioned 
that good and modern labs and equipment were required. One explained, “…some labs are 
outdated and out-of-order and need to be fixed or replaced” (Senior administrator 704) 
whereas the other added, “The lab must be modern. They have electronic equipment. So, they 
must have air-conditioners and equipment to control humidity” (Senior administrator 701).  
  
6.3.5.2 Location, environment and facilities  
Based on the information in 6.3.5.1, a senior administrator commented on the location, 
The present building, Building one, where our labs are located, is very old 
and made of wood, which causes a problem of humidity. It should be 
reconstructed because new electronic equipment should be placed in the 
building where humidity-control equipment is available. (Senior 
administrator 701) 
 
Another pointed out that 
The atmosphere does not encourage the cadets to study. The condition is 
bad. For example, the air-conditioners are out-of-order. They lack 
maintenance, which has resulted from the lack of budget and personnel to 
do the maintenance. Maintenance contract for equipment, facilities and 
cleaning should be provided regularly. (Senior administrator 702)  
 
6.3.5.3 Staff requirement 
During the interviews, three senior administrators commented on language lab personnel 
requirements. One stated, “We do not have enough staff for maintenance. Now, we have only 
one” (Senior administrator 704) and another added, “…We need a budget to get personnel 
who are specialized in this field or to get our personnel trained. If they have not seen any 
career improvement or progress, they will not want to work for us” (Senior administrator 
701). 
 
6.3.6 Class size 
While two senior administrators thought that a class of approximately 30 cadets as set was 
appropriate, the other two recommended a smaller class. One commented, “For an English 
class, no more than 20 students should be appropriate. Actually, the fewer, the better” (Senior 
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administrator 702). The other clarified further, “There should be about six to eight students in 
one class. All students should have a chance to listen, question and speak” (Senior 
administrator 701). 
 
6.3.7 Comments on English curriculum 
For the RTAFA English curriculum, all four senior administrators agreed that English should 
be a compulsory course as designed. One explained that 
If we rely on the standard requirements, it must be compulsory. Otherwise, 
the cadets will not study English because the textbooks nowadays are 
written in Thai, which is different from those in the past. If the cadets are 
not forced, they will not study. (Senior administrator 701) 
 
From the interviews, several sub-topics concerning this issue were raised and presented in the 
next four sub-sections. 
 
6.3.7.1 Four-year curriculum   
It appeared that three interviewees thought that the four-year curriculum of English study as 
designed was appropriate. One of them mentioned, “It is appropriate as stated in the RTAFA 
curriculum. That is, English is studied every semester, two hours per week. The number of 
hours or periods is suitable because English is helpful for the cadets’ career” (Senior 
administrator 704). However, the other senior administrator thought that two years might be 
enough. 
  
6.3.7.2 Lack of continuity and evaluation 
According to two interviewees, the RTAFA English curriculum lacked continuity. One 
clarified his points, “I think it is diverse. Nobody dares to set the same standard because of 
some senior instructors. They have their own way of thinking and teaching” (Senior 
administrator 703). In addition, one of these two commented, “… we still lack an evaluation. 
We and the cadets should also evaluate” (Senior administrator 702).  
 
6.3.7.3 Seminar on curriculum improvement recommended 
Out of four senior administrators, two recommended that seminars between the RTAFA and 
other military academies or universities be arranged. One believed that “This can help 
improve and clarify our curriculum” (Senior administrator 703) and the other pointed out, 
“Seminars with other military academies and perhaps with civilian universities are needed. 
Existing good points will be retained. Nevertheless, what we should do or should have more 
of will be considered to be added in the curriculum” (Senior administrator 704). 
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6.3.7.4 Practical use of English and Aviation English recommended 
With respect to the issues taught in the RTAFA, one interviewee suggested, 
Concerning the theoretical part, only a revision is needed. I would like to 
focus on the practicality of language skills, both speaking and writing … 
The cadets should be able to use English rather well. They should have 
experiences both in practice and in real life. (Senior administrator 702) 
 
However, another recommended, “Definitely, Aviation English and its vocabulary as well as 
the writing and speaking skills should be emphasized” (Senior administrator 703). 
 
6.3.7.5 Many activities and more study time recommended 
Concerning English activities, three of these interviewees agreed that many activities should 
be provided. Two mentioned that the English Quiz contest arranged every year was good and 
helpful. One of them added further, “Some activities such as Speech contest or English play 
with other institutions should be arranged … The cadets should not feel afraid to make 
mistakes because English is not our native language” (Senior administrator 701). In addition, 
the other recommended providing, “Lectures and talks from knowledgeable guest speakers” 
(Senior administrator 704). As for the time assigned for English study, although two senior 
administrators realized that more time should be given to the teaching and learning of English, 
one explained, 
The hours or periods given may not be enough. However, to increase the 
credits to get more hours of teaching and learning is difficult. This is 
because it will affect other subjects and there are some other limitations and 
restrictions as well. (Senior administrator 703) 
 
6.3.8 Instructors 
In relation to this issue, three senior administrators believed that knowledge and qualifications 
of the instructors had an influence on the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA. 
While one stated that “The personnel must be selected. I do not want to make any comments 
about this. We all know this issue” (Senior administrator 702). Another referred to “The 
quality of the Thai instructors who teach English at the RTAFA. Many of them did not major 
in English. This has an influence on the quality of teaching” (Senior administrator 701). The 
other commented further, “The instructors should be active and dedicated. This will be a good 
support. They should not complain or scold the class” (Senior administrator 703). For 
teaching methods and techniques, two interviewees believed that these had an influence on 
English study as one commented, “Instructors should look at themselves and consider whether 
their method works or not. If it does not work well, they should change it” (Senior 
administrator 702). Out of four senior administrators, three stated that it was necessary to 
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have native English instructors since the cadets would be familiar with native English 
speakers as well as their accents. In addition, one pointed out that “Thai instructors have 
limitations concerning the use of English” (Senior administrator 702). However, they all 
agreed that “… a careful selection must be made” (Senior administrator 702) so that the 
RTAFA could have qualified native English instructors. One of these interviewees also 
mentioned the importance of creating an English-speaking environment. That is, “To study a 
language, the students need to be forced to speak that language, especially if it is for their 
survival. Thus, they will learn” (Senior administrator 701).  
 
6.3.9 Cadets 
With regards to the cadets, three interviewees commented on the cadets’ lack of interest. One 
stated, “The response of the cadets is not good enough. They are not interested much, which 
makes it very difficult … The instructors can be discouraged when the cadets pay no attention 
in class or in their study” (Senior administrator 701). Another added further, “If the cadets do 
not sleep in the labs, it will be good. However, they often sleep during the lab hours” (Senior 
administrator 703) because of tiredness from various activities and the seniority system in the 
RTAFA, which was clarified in the following section. Another issue raised by one senior 
administrator related to the cadets’ background knowledge. He pointed out, 
From 500 students who pass the entrance examination of the RTAFA, the 
average score of English is about 30 from 100. This shows that their 
background in English is not good. So, to blame the RTAFA and say that the 
RTAFA cannot produce graduates who are good in English is not quite fair. 
In addition, most of them do not like to study English. This may be because 
they have not had a chance to use it or they do not think that it is important 
in the future after they graduate. (Senior administrator 701)  
  
6.3.10 Factors or influences on the teaching and learning of English  
From the senior administrators’ interviews, several sub-topics were raised in relation to 
factors or influences on English study in the RTAFA. They were presented as follows. 
 
6.3.10.1 Military system, time constraint, lots of activities and cancellation of classes  
Of these four senior administrators, three commented on the military system and time 
constraint of the RTAFA as important factors affecting the teaching and learning of English. 
The cadets, as pointed out by all four interviewees, were required to attend a number of 
activities, which very often resulted in cancellation of their classes. One stated, 
The cadets have many activities, which affect the quality of teaching and 
learning. We have tried to reduce some activities but this is rather difficult 
to accomplish. Also, it is difficult to arrange anything related to academic 
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matters after 3 p.m. since it is not considered the academic hours (the 
academic hours start from 8 a.m. to 3 p.m.). (Senior administrator 701) 
 
In addition, another added, “… being the cadets, it is necessary that they attend various 
leadership and military trainings. As a result, they have limited time to improve themselves 
and do self-study” (Senior administrator 704). He also mentioned, 
Sometimes, it is not convenient if class periods are at the same time of the 
meetings among high-ranking officers or important meetings. If I can get 
other instructor to substitute, that will be good. If not, I have to cancel that 
class. Meetings are held very often for senior officers, especially for those 
who have responsibility as Directors. (Senior administrator 704) 
  
6.3.10.2 Management system and budget and support from the RTAF 
Three senior administrators raised issues about the management system and budget received 
from the Royal Thai Air Force (RTAF). One explained, “Sometimes, the Directorate of 
Personnel will send personnel to work for the RTAFA without asking whether we are in need 
of the personnel or not and sometimes without considering whether they are qualified or not” 
(Senior administrator 701). Another referred to the system concerning any refurbishment or 
improvement of classroom environment and facilities, “Paintings of the classroom or 
changing of the curtains can be made only if they are totally worn out. Being old is not an 
appropriate reason for having classroom painted or curtains changed” (Senior administrator 
704). With respect to budget, an interviewee clarified that 
There is no certainty concerning the budget received. Sometimes, we 
received little budget whereas some other times we received a lot of budget 
… When asked about the budget, the high-ranking officers told us that we 
had to wait. As a result, we have not had enough money to get new 
equipment or to hire more native English instructors. (Senior administrator 
701) 
 
6.3.10.3 Classification of cadets  
During these interviews, one senior administrator mentioned the classification of cadets. He 
explained this issue, 
I have talked with instructors and found out that the language labs, 
equipment and classification of the cadets need improvement. However, the 
latter one is difficult to change in a military system since the cadets are 
divided into majors. They have to start and finish their classes at the same 
time. (Senior administrator 701) 
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6.3.10.4 Motivation / encouraging factors to study English  
Among the issues raised, all four interviewees agreed that there were, however, encouraging 
factors that could motivate the cadets to become interested in studying English. One referred 
to 
The policy of the RTAF. That is, after the cadets graduate, they have to 
serve the RTAF. Fifty percent of the graduates will become pilots of the 
RTAF. Thus, their English must be good. They also have a chance to get a 
scholarship to go abroad in various fields. (Senior administrator 703) 
 
The other three expressed a similar opinion as one commented, “If English really has an 
influence on the student pilot candidacy, it may be helpful” (Senior administrator 701).    
 
6.3.11 Recommendation     
Based on the information received from the senior administrators’ interviews, only one made 
a recommendation concerning a self-access room. He clarified that 
If the new lab is granted, the Department will get another three sets of the 
listening equipment to be installed in a separated room to appropriately 
serve Air Force personnel in general. This will help reduce the 
deterioration of the equipment in the lab because whenever the control 
switch is on, the equipment of every booth in the lab will run. The 
Department would like to get an English corner or room. (Senior 
administrator 704) 
 
6.4 Summary of students’, instructors’ and senior administrators’     
      interviews 
This chapter reports the analysis and results of interviews of cadets, instructors and senior 
administrators of the RTAFA. Five cadets per each year level, based on their voluntary 
participation were asked to attend these interviews (n = 25). The interviews were conducted at 
the RTAFA during weekdays when these 25 cadets were not required to attend any class and 
took approximately three weeks to complete. Code numbers were used to identify each 
student. In addition, the results from the interviews were compared to those of the 
questionnaires to identify any similarities or differences from these data collection techniques.  
 
6.4.1 Summary of the students’ interviews 
From the interviews, it was apparent that all the 25 respondents realised the importance of 
English and English study in the RTAFA. They commented that the current content of 
English taught at the RTAFA placed an emphasis on Grammar. However, most students 
preferred to have listening, speaking or conversational skills emphasised. For English 
materials, they would like to have textbooks or specific textbooks provided since they were 
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given sheets. With regards to reading materials, many recommended English newspapers, 
general and aviation magazines, references information from the Internet and external 
readings because these were useful, interesting and motivating. For the language labs, the 
students thought that the labs were old and needed improvement.  
 
Concerning the curriculum, most of the students did not have a chance to read the English 
curriculum document. However, they would like to have more time assigned for English 
classes. 24 students recommended that the RTAFA English curriculum be revised or 
improved. In addition, they would like the curriculum to be specified clearly and focus on the 
practical use of English in real life. The cadets also commented on the lack of teaching aids 
used. Some suggested that the objectives or goals of English study at the RTAFA be set and 
emphasized clearly while others recommended the cadets’ participation in the RTAFA 
English curriculum design. In relation to motivation for studying English, several believed 
that the cadets should be motivated, not forced, to study English. Furthermore, they 
mentioned that the curriculum had no direction, lacked consistency or continuity and the 
issues taught seemed redundant. Some also suggested that each skill be studied separately, 
like at the Armed Forces Academies Preparatory School (AFAPS). As for class size, smaller 
classes, with approximately 7-15 cadets, are recommended. For the English assessment tasks 
in the RTAFA, the major concerns were in regards to lack of variety and the perception that 
the tasks were geared to memory tests instead of comprehension. Many cadets commented on 
the instructors’ nature, knowledge and qualifications as well as their teaching techniques and 
styles. The cadets preferred to have friendly instructors and they would like to see activities 
and games included in the teaching and learning of English. For native English instructors, 
many thought that this was necessary and recommended that more conversational classes with 
these instructors be arranged.  
 
With respect to several factors or influences affecting the teaching and learning of English, 
some believed that the difficulty of English or issues taught was one of the factors. Many 
agreed that the RTAFA environment, including both the military system and classroom 
environment in various aspects, such as the peer pressure, ventilation, cleanliness, light, 
posters and boards as well as carpet, was another factor. Time constraint was also referred to 
as another issue. However, several students raised the issue of loss of interest or no motivation 
which resulted from the teaching styles and methods, military system, practicality of the 
content, punishment, instructors and cadets themselves. Culture was considered another 
factor. A few cadets referred to being embarrassed or shy and one mentioned being laughed at 
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when speaking in English. One student believed that males who studied in the field of Science 
were not interested in studying English whereas a few mentioned cancellation of the class due 
to a lot of activities as another influential factor. Furthermore, one stated that an issue of 
background knowledge had an influence on his English study at the RTAFA. However, there 
were two students who mentioned a few factors encouraging and motivating the cadets. These 
included scholarships to study abroad or to visit other countries and the navigational trip 
overseas assigned for the fourth and fifth year cadets. 
 
6.4.2 Summary of the instructors’ interviews 
With regards to the instructors’ interviews, seven Thai instructors as well as two native 
English instructors were asked to participate in this research study. The interviews were 
conducted at the RTAFA during the month of September 2004.  
 
The results showed that seven instructors indicated that the teaching and learning of English 
in the RTAFA needed improvement. Some suggested that listening, speaking and reading 
skills be emphasized whereas others believed that too much emphasis was on Grammar. For 
materials, a few considered the American Language Course (ALC) still useful and four 
recommended that textbooks, specific textbooks as well as English for Specific Purposes 
(ESP) texts be provided for the cadets and instructors. However, several mentioned that there 
were sufficient materials in the RTAFA library but there was also a lack of interest from 
cadets and instructors.  
 
For the language labs, six instructors agreed that the language labs needed improvement. In 
addition, four mentioned that the equipment was out-of-order while another four would like to 
have good and modern labs and classrooms equipped with modern technology. Concerning 
facilities and environment, many agreed that air-conditioners did not work properly and some 
pointed out that the arrangement of facilities in the labs was not flexible. In addition, the 
atmosphere and environment, namely the labs, classrooms, curtains and carpet were old, dirty 
and stuffy whereas light, posters and board arrangement were recommended. A few 
instructors suggested that the language labs were suitable for listening and other activities 
could be conducted in general classrooms. However, each class should be equipped with 
facilities such as an LCD, Data Viewer and video cassette player. Some suggested that the use 
of the labs be more open, not reserved for any particular instructor. The issue of staff for lab 
maintenance requirements was also raised. For English study, five instructors recommended 
an increase of English periods.  
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 In relation to the RTAFA English curriculum, all nine instructors would like to have it 
revised.  Several recommended that the curriculum be specified clearly whereas two thought 
that the curriculum lacked continuity. Therefore, the goals or objectives of English study 
should be emphasized and participation of instructors in curriculum design was encouraged in 
order that they would understand and visualize things as a whole system. A few instructors 
also recommended that fixed and detailed course description and lesson plans be arranged. 
Concerning the teaching methods, four believed that these are important issue that needed 
improvement. Some mentioned that it was necessary and helpful to have native English 
instructors and Thai instructors were helpful with Grammar. Another important issue 
concerned cooperation, discussion as well as meetings arranged among instructors, which was 
seen as necessary. Six instructors commented on the cadets’ lacking of interest in English 
study, which can be considered one of several discouraging factors for the instructors. As a 
result, three admitted that punishment was sometimes required. Another issue of interest was 
the different background knowledge of the cadets as there was a wide spectrum of ability of 
students.  
 
With respect to factors or influences on the teaching and learning of English, the military 
system, together with the environment and atmosphere, was regarded as one of the factors. 
Fixed and limited time was also a major issue at the RTAFA. Among nine interviewees, three 
thought that females were better than male concerning language learning. Furthermore, the 
cadets had too many activities that they were required to participate in. In relation to the 
management system of the RTAFA, several instructors mentioned about the issues of 
seniority and the bureaucratic system while some raised the issue of limited or insufficient 
budget granted. Culture was also referred to as another factor as one commented that Thai 
people laugh at others, so the cadets are afraid that they will be laughed at in class. All nine 
interviewees agreed that they enjoyed teaching at this institution since they loved teaching and 
the cadets were nice. For the class size, several suggested that a smaller one, approximately 
fifteen cadets per class be arranged. There were several recommendations offered in relation 
to personnel, teaching and learning and facilities to improve the study of English in the 
RTAFA. This included a recruitment of new instructors, classification of cadets’ levels of 
English, provision of tutorial classes, self-access rooms equipped with facilities and English 
materials and more computers and Internet connections, opportunities for cadets to experience 
different jobs in different Directorates or Departments and to visit or participate in Defense 
Exercise Training held on a regular basis and chances for cadets to learn outside classrooms.  
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6.4.3 Summary of the senior administrators’ interviews 
In relation to the analysis and results of the senior administrators’ interviews, four high-
ranking officers were asked to attend the interviews. The interviews were conducted at the 
RTAFA during the month of September 2004. Each interview lasted from 30 to 45 minutes.  
 
From the interviews, all four senior administrators agreed upon the importance of English 
study in the RTAFA. In addition, they all believed that the number of credits has an influence 
on the teaching and learning of English at this institution. However, two preferred to have an 
increase from one to two credits per semester whereas the other two preferred the same one 
credit assigned. Three interviewees recommended that making the cadets realize the 
importance of English by focusing on the cadets’ objectives, goals and future careers would 
lead to their attitude and motivation in studying English. For content of English taught, one 
mentioned that an emphasis was still on Grammar whereas speaking, listening, writing and 
conversation skills should be emphasized. For materials, three interviewees believed that the 
American Language Course (ALC) materials were appropriate textbooks for the cadets. With 
regards to the RTAFA library, one stated that it was outdated and did not attract the cadets 
much. In addition, there were not enough librarians and personnel. Three added that library 
books were outdated and more books were required.  
 
Concerning language labs and classrooms, three senior administrators recommended that 
improvement was needed. As for example, labs need to be modern and well equipped with 
humidity-control equipment and more maintenance language lab personnel should be 
assigned. For class size, two recommended a smaller class, no more that 20 cadets. 
Concerning the English curriculum, all four senior administrators agreed that English should 
be a compulsory course as designed. Three thought that the four-year curriculum of English 
study, as designed, was appropriate whereas one recommended a two-year program. For 
English activities, three agreed that many English activities should be provided. As for time 
assigned for English study, although two senior administrators realized that more time should 
be given to the teaching and learning of English, it would be difficult since this could affect 
other subjects.  
 
In relation to instructors, three senior administrators believed that knowledge and 
qualifications of the instructors as well as their teaching methods and techniques had an 
influence on the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA. As a result, a careful 
selection must be made so that the RTAFA could have both qualified Thai and native English 
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instructors. There were, however, several sub-topics concerning factors or influences on 
English study in the RTAFA. They were, for example, military system, time constraint, lots of 
activities and cancellation of the class. They also pointed out the background knowledge of 
the cadets as another factor. However, three senior administrators believed that the 
management system and budget received from the Royal Thai Air Force (RTAF) needed 
improvement. As for classification of the cadets, although it may be helpful, it was difficult to 
arrange as the cadets were divided into majors and they were expected to start and finish their 
classes at the same time. From these interviews, all four senior administrators agreed that 
there were, however, encouraging factors that could motivate the cadets to become interested 
in studying English. This included the policy of the RTAF, indicating that fifty percent of the 
graduates would become pilots of the RTAF, a chance to get a scholarship to go abroad in 
various fields and the English test required for the student pilot candidacy.  
 
6.5 Key issues from the findings of the interviews 
The results of all three sets of interviews, namely the cadets, instructors and senior managers, 
highlight many common factors influencing the teaching and learning of English at the 
RTAFA. They key findings suggest that: 
• The English curriculum needs revising. 
• Improvement of the content of English is needed. 
• An increased emphasis needs to be developed on the importance of knowing the 
English language as a cadet in the RTAFA. 
• The English curriculum syllabus should be a publicly available document (perhaps 
available on the RTAFA Intranet). 
• The English language labs need to be updated with modern equipment. 
• Instructors need constant professional development in relation to teaching and learning 
techniques in English. 
• More time is needed for an English study. 
• Smaller class should be arranged.  
• Factors influencing the teaching and learning of English should be taken into 
consideration. These include time constraint, exhaustion, many activities, cancellation 
of the class and punishment.  
These interview findings cross reference to the findings of the questionnaires as reported in 
Chapter 5, p. 117. Chapter 7 will discuss the findings, integrate the interview and 
questionnaire results and situate the analysis and discussion in relevant literature. This last 
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chapter will also draw the research study to a conclusion and make recommendations for 
future research. 
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Chapter 7 
Findings, Conclusions and Recommendations 
 
7.0 Introduction 
This chapter summarises key findings of the research based on the results from the 
questionnaires and interviews conducted to investigate the influences on the teaching and 
learning of English in the Royal Thai Air Force Academy. The findings are also discussed in 
relation to relevant literature previously reviewed in Chapter 2 (p. 12) of this thesis. 
Furthermore, conclusions and recommendations for future research have been made.   
 
7.1 Discussion of major issues from the student questionnaire 
Based on the results from the four analyses of the student questionnaire presented in Chapter 
5 (p. 117), major issues and matter of interest which arose are summarised and discussed 
below. 
 
Firstly, the cadets at the five different year levels barely differed in their perceptions of the 
English curriculum of the RTAFA (C1), in their perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching 
and learning of English in the RTAFA (C2), in their perceptions of motivation for studying 
English in the RTAFA (C3) and in their perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire (C4). 
Although the new RTAFA curriculum, which started in 2002, was applied to Year 1, 2 and 3 
students and the old curriculum was applied to Year 4 and 5 students, the results of the 
analyses showed small to very small differences. Therefore, this suggested that the cadets did 
not perceive any changes in relation to the RTAFA curricula. This may possibly be why their 
attitudes and motivations did not change much during the course of study. In relation to the 
evaluation of the questionnaire, there were 290 cases (61%) out of 475 with perfect scores and 
half of the remaining 185 respondents (39%) had scores near the maximum. This finding 
implies that most students considered this questionnaire good. To illustrate, they thought the 
layout was clear; the instructions were clear and easy; the respondents could answer all the 
questions and there were no irrelevant questions, no objection to any questions, no unclear or 
ambiguous questions and no issues omitted.  In addition, it appeared that these results did not 
differ by year level. 
 
Secondly, Question 5 investigated the hometown of the cadets, whether their hometown was 
Bangkok or Others (See section 5.14, p. 159). Out of the 475 students, 157 chose Bangkok, 
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316 chose Others and 2 omitted the item. The results show that the hometown of the cadets 
does not have much influence at all on their perceptions of the English curriculum of the 
RTAFA (C1), on their perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in 
the RTAFA (C2), on their perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA (C3) 
and on their perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire (C4).  
      
Thirdly, Question 28 examined the cadets’ preferences for the category of instructors namely, 
Thai instructors only, native English instructors only or both Thai and native English 
instructors (See section 5.19, p. 166). Out of the 475 students, only 9 preferred to have Thai                    
instructors only while 53 chose native English instructors only and 247 students preferred to 
have both Thai and native English instructors. These results imply that the vast majority of 
those who did not drop out with perfect scores preferred both Thai and native English 
instructors.  
 
For perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA (C1) (See Figure 5.20, p. 168 and 
Table 5.30, p. 166), the cadets who preferred to have native English instructors only and the 
cadets who preferred to have both Thai and native English instructors did not differ much (ES 
= -0.33). Although the effect size was small, the negative effect size showed that the latter 
group had more positive perceptions about the curriculum than the former group. The 
perceptions of the cadets who preferred to have Thai instructors only and those who preferred 
to have both Thai and native English instructors differed to some extent (ES = 0.58). 
However, the perceptions of the cadets who preferred to have Thai instructors only, and those 
who preferred to have native English instructors only, differed greatly (ES = 0.9). With the 
positive effect sizes, this suggested that the first group, Thai instructors only, had more 
favorable perceptions on the curriculum than the second group, native English instructors 
only. The results imply that basically, the students would like Thai instructors involved. They 
did not mind having native English instructors involved but they certainly would like Thai 
instructors.  
 
For perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA (C2), 
the cadets who preferred to have Thai instructors only, native English instructors only, or both 
Thai and native English instructors did not differ much at all.  
 
For perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA (C3) (See Figure 5.21, p. 
169 and Table 5.32, p. 167), the cadets who preferred to have Thai instructors only and those 
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who preferred to have both Thai and native English instructors (ES = -0.87) as well as the 
cadets who preferred to have Thai instructors only and those who preferred to have native 
English instructors only (ES = -1.00) differed greatly. These findings show that the cadets 
who preferred to have both Thai and native English instructors and those who preferred to 
have native English instructors only had more favorable perceptions on motivation for 
studying English in the RTAFA than the cadets who preferred to have Thai instructors only.  
 
For perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire (C4) (See Figure 5.22, p. 170 and Table 
5.33, p. 168), the cadets who preferred to have Thai instructors only and those who preferred 
to have both Thai and native English instructors differed greatly (ES = -0.76). This suggested 
that the latter group had more favorable perceptions on the evaluation of the questionnaire. 
Although the effect size was large, it was derived from a very small number in the group that 
preferred to have Thai instructors only and their perceptions were rather different from the 
vast majority of cadets. That is, after excluding those who had perfect scores, only 2 students 
chose Thai instructors only while 23 chose native English instructors only and 95 preferred 
both Thai and native English instructors. These 2 students, nevertheless, perceived the 
questionnaire differently from the vast majority of cadets.  
 
Fourthly, Category item 31 investigated the average grade the students received for the 
subject of the English language while studying at the RTAFA and possible affects on 
perceptions (See section 5.20, p. 170). In this analysis, the A, B, C and D grades were 
examined and analysed. In terms of perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA 
(C1), the students did not differ much at all by academic grade.  
 
For perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA (C2) 
(See Figure 5.23, p. 174 and Table 5.35, p. 172), while the students with A and B grades and 
those with B and C grades did not differ much, the students with A and C grades and those 
with C and D grades differed to some extent. The students with A and D grades (ES = 1.12) 
and those with B and D grades (ES = 0.76) differed greatly. This suggested that the 
perceptions of the A-students were very different from the D-students. The A- and B-students 
had more favorable attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA than 
the D-students. It also appeared that there was very little difference between cadets who were 
close in talent. In this analysis, the A- vs. B-groups, the B- vs. C-groups and the C- vs. D-
groups were all adjacent groups. As the A-group became more different from the comparison 
group, the effect size increased. In other words, the perceptions of attitudes towards the 
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teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA between the A- and B-students showed a 
small difference; those between the A- and C-students showed a bigger difference and those 
between the A- and D-students showed the biggest difference. A similar pattern also applied 
between the B- and C-students, the B- and D-students and the C- and D-students. It appeared 
that the D-group could be the reason for some of the differences. The academic grade of “D” 
presented the problem about attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English. 
Therefore, this group’s attitudes may be influenced by the lack of success. Since they were 
not successful, they were less likely to have good attitudes about the teaching and learning of 
English.  
 
For perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA (C3) (See Figure 5.24, p. 
175 and Table 5.36, p. 172), the students with A and C grades and those with B and D grades 
differed to some extent whereas the students with A and D grades differed greatly (ES = 
0.79). The pattern was similar to the perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and 
learning of English (C2). However, the results were not so marked as those in C2. The 
findings imply that the motivation was there for all groups since this was the more typical 
pattern. That is, the difference between the A- and B-groups was approximately equal to that 
between the B- and C-groups which was equal to that between the C- and D groups. 
Therefore, the one group-size difference was about the same and the two group-size 
differences were about the same. Compared with C2, the students were also affected by their 
failure to succeed but it seemed they still would like to study English since the effect size of 
attitudes (C2) for the D-group was much larger than that of motivation (C3) and more than 
half of the respondents scored high on the C3 scale (See Figures 5.7, p. 133 and 5.8, p. 135). 
In terms of evaluation of the questionnaire (C4), the perceptions of the students did not differ 
much by academic grade group. This suggested that their perceptions of evaluation of the 
questionnaire were not biased by academic success or year levels.  
 
Fifthly, in this analysis, Category items 31 and 77 were investigated together. This was in 
order to find whether, or not, there were relationships between the average grade (A, B, C or 
D) the students received for the subject of the English language while they were studying at 
the RTAFA and their preferences for the number of the students in an English class at the 
academy on the perceptions of the English curriculum (C1), perceptions of attitudes towards 
the teaching and learning of English (C2), perceptions of motivation for studying English 
(C3) and perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire (C4) (See section 5.22, p. 179).  
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In the case of perceptions of the English curriculum (C1) for pairs of the A-student groups 
(Figure 5.25, p. 182), there appeared to be little difference between the A-students who had no 
preferences and those who had preferences for a large class, (21-30 students), or a medium 
class, (11-20 students). However, the perceptions between those who had no preferences and 
those who had preferences for a small class, (1-10 students), vary greatly (ES = 0.87). This 
suggested that the A-students who preferred to have a small class had more favorable 
perceptions of the English curriculum than those who had no preferences. For the A-students 
who expressed their preferences, those who preferred to have a large class and those who 
preferred to have a small class differed to some extent (ES = 0.53). Similarly, there was a 
medium difference between those who preferred to have a medium sized class and those who 
had preferences for a small class (ES = 0.62). The positive results of the effect sizes imply 
that the first groups in the comparisons, the A-students with preferences for a large class and a 
medium class, had more favorable perceptions of the English curriculum than those who 
preferred a small class. With respect to the D-students (Figure 5.26, p. 183), the perceptions 
between those who did not express their preferences and those who preferred to have a large 
class differ greatly (ES = 0.77) whereas those between the students who had no preferences 
for the number of the students in an English class and those who preferred to have a small 
class varied to some extent (ES = 0.70). The results suggested that the D-students with no 
preferences for the number of the students in each class had more favorable perceptions than 
those who preferred to have a large or small class. There appeared to be large differences 
between the D-students who preferred to have a large class and those who preferred to have a 
medium class (ES = -0.81), as well as between those who preferred to have a medium class 
and those who preferred to have a small class (ES = 0.77). This showed that the D-students 
with preferences for a medium class had more favorable perceptions of the English 
curriculum than those who preferred to have a large or small class. From Figures 5.25, p. 182 
and 5.26, p. 183, the results suggested that it did not matter whether the cadets were the A- or 
D-students. There was a large to medium difference between those who had no preferences 
and those who had preferences for a small class. As for the A- and D-students who expressed 
the same preferences and those who did not have any preferences (See Figure 5.27, p. 184), 
there appeared to be little difference between these students. However, the A- and D-students 
who preferred to have a small class (ES = -0.13) were more in agreement than those who 
chose larger classes (ES = 0.33), medium classes (ES = -0.37) or those who had no 
preferences (ES = -0.19) as the difference for the former one was very small. Based on the 
negative effect sizes of all pairs of comparison, except the one with preferences for a large 
class, it appeared that the D-students had more favorable perceptions of the English 
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curriculum than the A-students. It is speculated that it may be possible for the D-students to 
be less critical about the English curriculum than the A-students. 
 
In the case of perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English (C2) 
(Figure 5.28, p. 185), the effect sizes between the A-students who had no preferences and the 
A-students who preferred to have a large, medium or small class were equal to -0.68, -0.55 
and -0.30 respectively. The negative effect sizes imply that the A-students who had 
preferences had more favorable attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the 
RTAFA than those who had no preferences. With respect to the D-students (Figure 5.29, p. 
186), the perceptions between those who did not have any preferences and those who 
preferred to have a large or small class differ to some extent. The results also showed that the 
D-students who had no preferences had more favorable attitudes than those who had 
preferences for the number of students in each class. For pairs of these student groups who 
expressed their preferences, there appeared to be a large difference between those who had 
preferences for a large class and those who had preferences for a medium class (ES = -0.80). 
For those who preferred to have a medium class and those who preferred to have a small 
class, there was a medium difference (ES = 0.74). The results suggested that the D-students 
who preferred to have a medium sized class had more favorable attitudes than those who had 
preferences for a large or small class. In Figure 5.30, p. 187, the perceptions between the A- 
and D-students who expressed the same preferences varied greatly no matter whether they 
chose a large (ES = 1.54), medium (ES = 0.89) or small class (ES = 1.25). However, there 
was little difference between the A- and D-students who had no preferences (ES = 0.43). The 
effect sizes between all the pairs of the A- and D-students in this figure were positive. These 
are understandable results since the stronger achieving students in English had more positive 
attitudes possibly because they were successful. The weaker achieving students in English had 
poorer attitudes possibly because they had less success. 
 
For perceptions of motivation for studying English (C3) (See Figure 5.31, p. 188), the 
perceptions between those who had no preferences and those who had preferences for a 
medium class differ greatly (ES = -0.91). For pairs of the A-students who expressed their 
preferences, the perceptions between those who preferred to have a large class and those who 
preferred to have a medium class varied greatly (ES = -1.10) whereas the perceptions between 
the A-students who had preferences for a medium class and those who had preferences for a 
small class differed to some extent (ES = 0.66). The results of the effect sizes showed that the 
A-students who had preferences for the medium class, (11-20 students), had more favorable 
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perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA than those who preferred to 
have a large or small class. As for the D-students (See Figure 5.32, p. 189), the perceptions 
between those who had no preferences and those who preferred to have a large (ES = 1.00), 
medium (ES = 0.90) or small class (ES = 0.86) varied greatly. The results suggested that the 
D-students who had no preferences for the number of students in each class had more 
favorable perceptions on motivation for studying English than those who had preferences. 
With respect to the A- and D-students who expressed the same preferences (See Figure 5.33, 
p. 190), the perceptions between the A- and D-students who had preferences for a large class 
(ES = 0.60) and a small class (ES = 0.70) differed to some extent while those between the A- 
and D-students who preferred to have a medium class showed a large difference (ES = 2.01). 
The results showed that the A-students with preferences were more motivated. However, the 
perceptions between those who had no preferences showed little difference (ES = -0.19). This 
little difference, however, suggested that the D-students were slightly more motivated. 
 
With regards to perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire (C4), for the A-students (See 
Figure 5.34, p. 191), there appeared to be a medium difference between those who had no 
preferences and those who preferred to have a small class (ES = 0.68). For pairs of the A-
students who expressed their preferences, the perceptions between those who had preferences 
for a large class and those who had preferences for a small class varied greatly (ES = 0.82). 
Similarly, there was a large difference in the perceptions between those who preferred to have 
a medium class and those who preferred to have a small class (ES = 0.77). It appeared that the 
A-students who had a preference for a small class, (1-10 students), had different perceptions 
of evaluation of the questionnaire. They were less positive than the other groups of good 
students. However, as the number of the A-students was very small, only 3 respondents, it is 
possible that these results are more extreme due to the very small number. For the D-students 
(See Figure 5.35, p. 192), there was very little difference in the perceptions between those 
who had no preferences and those who had preferences for a large class or a small class, 
whereas the students who did not have any preferences differed to some extent from those 
who preferred to have a medium class (ES = -0.60). With respect to the D-students who 
expressed their preferences, there appeared to be a medium difference between those who had 
preferences for a large class and those who had preferences for a medium class (ES = -0.49). 
Similarly, those who preferred to have a medium class and those who preferred to have a 
small class varied to some extent (ES = 0.54). These results suggested that the D-students 
who had preferences for a medium class, (11-20 students), had more positive perceptions of 
the evaluation of the questionnaire than the other D-groups. For pairs of the A- and D-
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students with same preferences (See Figure 5.36, p. 193), there was a small difference 
between those who preferred to have a large class (ES = 0.31), a medium class (ES = -0.36) as 
well as those who had no preferences (ES = 0.28). However, there appeared to be a medium 
difference between the A- and D-students who preferred to have a small class (ES = -0.52). 
The results of both the positive and negative effect sizes in this figure imply that the 
questionnaire is acceptable to both the A- and D-groups. It seems to appeal to all levels of 
students since it did not get answered better by only the A-students. 
 
In the analysis of the category questions 31 and 77, some other interesting findings were 
recorded within all the four perceptions. Unusual patterns occurred in Figure 5.26, p. 183 – 
Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA for D-students, in Figure 5.29, p. 186 – 
Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA for D-
students, in Figures 5.31, p. 188 and 5.33, p. 190 – Perceptions of motivation for studying 
English in the RTAFA for A-students and for A- and D-students with same preferences and in 
Figure 5.35, p. 192 – Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire for D-students. It 
appeared that the A- or D-students who preferred a medium sized class, (11-20 students), 
were the groups influencing different effect sizes from other groups. For example, in Figure 
5.33, p. 190 there was a large difference between the A- and D-students who had preferences 
for a medium class (ES = 2.01) but there was a medium difference between those who had 
preferences for a large or small class. It is difficult to find plausible explanations and 
clarifications to account for these differences. One of the things that might have happened was 
many respondents might have chosen the middle group. There is a tendency for people 
responding to questionnaires to take the “safe” way out by choosing the middle option. 
 
The findings from the results and patterns of C1, C2, C3 and C4 of the category questions 31 
and 77 are all different. That is, for C1 (curriculum), the D-students are more positive than the 
A-students, except for those who preferred a large class. For C2 (attitudes), the A-students are 
always more positive. For C3 (motivation), the A-students are more motivated, except for the 
A- and D-students who had no preferences. For C4 (evaluation), the A-students who had no 
preferences and who had preferences for the large class are more positive whereas the D-
students who had preferences for the medium or small class are more positive. These 
conflicting differences imply that the questionnaire may have also been measuring other 
aspects of the English Curriculum at the RTAFA than those designed.  
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7.2 Key findings from the student and instructor questionnaires 
From the student questionnaire, four analyses were conducted. However, only three analyses 
were conducted from the combined student and instructor questionnaires because there was 
no exact match in the perceptions of motivation for studying/teaching English in the RTAFA 
(C3). In addition, in the analyses of the combined perceptions of the English curriculum of the 
RTAFA for the cadets and the instructors (C1i) and the combined perceptions of attitudes 
towards the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA (C2i), only the questions that 
could be matched were analysed. For the combined perceptions of the evaluation of the 
questionnaire (C4i), all the questions were exactly the same. As a result, all the items in this 
set were analysed. 
 
From the analyses, the combined perceptions of the English curriculum of the cadets and the 
instructors (C1i) differed greatly (ES = -1.00). As a result, further analysis was conducted in 
order to calculate the effect size estimates between the cadets and the instructors of each year 
level. The combined perceptions of the English curriculum of the cadets and the instructors of 
Year 1, Year 2, Year 3, Year 4 and Year 5 differed greatly. The largest difference was in Year 
2 (ES = -1.34), followed by Year 3 (ES = -1.06), Year 1 and Year 5 (ES = -0.91) and Year 4 
(ES = -0.88). The findings suggest that the perceptions of the instructors varied from those of 
the cadets. Based on the negative effect sizes, the instructors were more positive towards the 
English curriculum (See Figures 5.14 p. 146, 5.15 p. 149, 5.16 p. 150 and Tables 5.16 p. 147).  
 
In relation to the results of the effect sizes of further analysis, it is speculated that the reason 
why the first-year cadets were more positive about the curriculum than the second- and third-
year cadets is possibly because they were new to the RTAFA. Therefore, they needed time to 
adjust themselves to the rules and regulations of the RTAFA as well as to manage things 
appropriately in the new environment. As the second-year cadets adjusted themselves to the 
new environment, they may have had more time to examine and be critical of the English 
curriculum, which may have been different from English curriculum they had previously 
experienced. As a result, it could be that they felt disappointed about the curriculum. For the 
third-year cadets, although they may still feel disappointed, it is possible that they started to 
accept things as they were. Since the effect size between the fourth-year cadets and the 
instructors was smaller than the other pairs of comparison, it is likely that, by that time, they 
considered the curriculum acceptable. In addition, as they were going to become the fifth-year 
cadets and assume the role of commanding cadets, things may be brighter and better for them. 
Therefore, they may view things more positively. For the past seven years, all the fifth-year 
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cadets were required to take English tests, consisting of a paper-based test and an oral 
interview, as part of the student pilot candidacy. As a result, they may view the English 
curriculum more critically.     
 
With regards to the combined perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of 
English in the RTAFA (C2i), the perceptions of the cadets and the instructors barely differed 
(ES = 0.04). It appeared that the instructors were not more positive about attitudes. They had 
similar perceptions of attitudes to the cadets (See Table 5.20, p. 156). For the combined 
perceptions of the evaluation of the questionnaire (C4i), it was not necessary to calculate the 
effect size estimates to compare the differences between the cadets and the instructors since 
all the nine instructors had perfect scores. Therefore, they could not be included in the 
analysis. As mentioned earlier in 7.1, 290 students out of 475 (= 61%) had perfect scores and 
half of the remaining 185 respondents (39%) had scores near the maximum. The findings 
show that all of the instructors and most of the students considered this questionnaire good.  
 
According to the analyses of the student and instructor questionnaires, major issues elicited 
from 475 cadets out of 517 (= 91.88 %) and 9 instructors are as follows: 
• English is important and useful. Out of 462 students, 440 (= 95.24 %) and 8 out of 9 
instructors thought that English was useful. 
• An increase of English credits is recommended. Most of the respondents 
recommended this. 
• For the content of English, there was too much emphasis on grammatical points. Out 
of 464 students, 261 (= 56.25 %) and 6 out of 9 instructors agreed on this issue. 
• More time should be given to an English study. Out of 464 students, 220 (= 47.41 %) 
and 6 out of 9 instructors thought that the time assigned for English classes was too 
little whereas 213 (= 45.91 %) and the other 3 instructors thought that it was 
appropriate. The rest, 31 students (= 6.68 %) chose Too much. 
• Smaller classes are preferred. Out of 475 students, 144 (= 30.32 %) and 4 out of 9 
instructors preferred no more than 10 students in a class while 199 (= 41.26 %) and 
the other 5 instructors preferred to have 11-20 students in one class. 79 students (= 
16.63 %) preferred 21-30 students in a class; 45 (= 9.47 %) had no preferences and the 
rest 11 (= 2.32 %) either chose Others or omitted this item. Since graduating students 
will be required to interact in spoken English, smaller classes will give more 
opportunity for each individual to develop proficiency in spoken English.  
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• Concerning the instructors’ teaching styles and methods, only 185 (= 40.84 %) out of 
453 liked the teaching styles of their current instructors. For the instructors, 6 out of 9 
believed that one of the reasons the students did not like to study English was because 
they did not like the teaching styles of instructors. 
• Factors or influences affecting the teaching and learning of English: 
1. Difficulty of English or lessons. Only 196 students (= 42.98 %) out of 456 
stated that they liked to study English because it was easy to understand. For 
instructors, 6 out of 9 believed that the cadets did not like to study English 
because it was difficult to understand. 
2. Inadequacy of background knowledge. Only 154 students (= 33.33 %) out of 
462 liked to study English because they had good background knowledge of 
English. For instructors, all 9 instructors believed that the cadets did not like to 
study English because they did not have good background knowledge of 
English. 
                                                                                            
The key findings suggest that: 
• The English curriculum needs revising. 
• An increase of English credits should be taken into consideration. 
• Improvement of the content of English is needed. Emphasis should be placed on 
listening, speaking and conversation skills.  
• More time is needed for an English study. 
• Smaller classes, no more than 20 students, should be arranged for an English study. 
• Instructors need constant professional development in relation to techniques in English 
teaching and learning. 
• Consideration of differences in cadets’ levels of English proficiency should be taken 
into account when designing the English curriculum. 
 
7.3 Key findings from the student, instructor and senior administrator  
      interviews 
In order to investigate the influences on the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA, 
interviews were also conducted to gain additional and rich information to supplement the data 
received from the student and instructor questionnaires discussed earlier. From the analysis of 
the interviews (See details in Chapter 6, p. 200), the key findings elicited from 25 cadets, 9 
instructors and 4 senior administrators suggest that: 
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• The English curriculum needs revising. 
• Improvement of the content of English is needed. Listening, speaking and 
conversation skills should be emphasized. 
• An increased emphasis needs to be developed on the importance of knowing the 
English language as a cadet in the RTAFA. 
• The English curriculum syllabus should be a publicly available document (perhaps 
available on the RTAFA Intranet). 
• The English language laboratories need to be updated with modern equipment. 
• Instructors need constant professional development in relation to teaching and learning 
techniques in English. 
• More native English instructors are required. 
• More time is needed for an English study. 
• Smaller classes should be arranged.  
• Factors influencing the teaching and learning of English should be taken into 
consideration. These include time constraint of the cadets, exhaustion of the cadets 
because of the long days, the multitude of different activities expected of the cadets, 
frequent cancellation of the class due to requirements of cadets’ attendance on military 
observances and other special occasions or events and cadets’ punishment from lack 
of interest or dozing off in class.  
 
7.4 Discussion of relevant literature  
This research focused on a particular case, the Royal Thai Air Force Academy (RTAFA). It 
was expected that although some of the findings may be similar or related to previous 
research reviewed, different, yet, insightful and valuable findings would be achieved because 
this was the first time the influences on the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA 
and factors that affect the limitation of the English proficiency of the RTAFA graduates have 
been investigated. Research in this field, especially one conducted in military academies in 
Thailand and abroad is very limited and generally not available in the public domain. 
 
From the analysis of the student questionnaire, the cadets’ perceptions of the English 
curriculum barely differed although Year 1, 2 and 3 were taught using the new curriculum 
whereas the old curriculum was applied to Year 4 and 5. This suggests that there is no 
evidence supporting any perceived change in the old and new curriculum during the course of 
study. Furthermore, the finding from analyses of the student and instructor questionnaire 
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showed that the cadets’ and the instructors’ perception of the English curriculum differed 
greatly. The instructors viewed the curriculum more positively than the students. There would 
appear to be a need for the total English curriculum to be reviewed and revised. Such a review 
needs to concentrate on developing an English curriculum that reflects the needs of the 
RTAFA in the 21st century as well as responding to the perceived needs of the cadets as 
documented in this study. In addition, the RTAFA has started to have exchange students from 
a neighbouring country in 2006 and may be opening up for civilians in the near future. In fact, 
with the cooperation of the Aeronautical Engineering Department and a public university in 
Thailand a master program in Aeronautical Engineering has already started. As a result, 
improvement of the RTAFA curriculum, including the English curriculum, and possibly 
internationalization of the curriculum may be necessary to provide the standard, quality and 
accountability of the program and prepare the students for their future working environment. 
Carnoy and Rhoten (2002) and Battersby (2002) highlighted the importance of developing 
internationalized curriculum that responds to the world of globalized education. Many 
respondents, from the questionnaires and interviews, mentioned that in the content of English 
there was too much emphasis on grammatical points. In fact, listening, speaking and 
conversation skills should be emphasized. This result is consistent with the study by Hui-Ling 
(2001), investigating Taiwanese students learning English. Based on the results of that 
research, a balance in communicative functions and grammar in English learning and teaching 
was recommended since it appeared that the Grammar Translation Method was still a 
predominant teaching approach practised in Taiwan. Furthermore, the importance of listening, 
speaking and conversational practices was observed and recommended by Sullivan and 
Girginer (2002). They investigated the actual needs of the English language for the English 
for Specific Purposes (ESP) program offered to pilot and air traffic control trainees, using 
aviation English and came to the same conclusion that oral language skills needed to be 
improved.  
 
In relation to methods and techniques in teaching and learning English, the RTAFA 
instructors need constant professional development to improve their knowledge, qualifications 
and teaching skills. Many cadets commented on the old teaching styles, or methods, as well as 
lack of knowledge or qualifications of some instructors and felt that these had had an 
influence on their motivation for studying English. Hui-Ling (2001) also found the same 
issue. Hui-Ling’s (2001) study showed that teachers were not aware of many of the newer 
language teaching methods and techniques available. The study reported that improvement of 
qualifications and professional capabilities of teachers would lead to improvement of 
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motivation for studying English and development of the students’ communication skills. 
Kyung Ja’s study (2003) also supported the importance of motivation as an influencing factor 
in English learners’ achievements.    
 
With regards to the issue of attitude, the results from the current study (analysis of the 
Category question 31) indicate that the perceptions of the A-students were very different from 
the D-students. The A- and B-students had better attitudes towards the teaching and learning 
of English in the RTAFA than the D-students. As a result, the attitudes of the D-students may 
be influenced by the lack of success. Since they were not as successful, it is understandable 
that they were less likely to have very positive attitudes about learning English. The study of 
Ratchadavisitakul (2001) yielded similar results on this issue. There were significant 
differences between good students’ and poor students’ attitudes. That is, the students with 
higher grades had better attitudes than those who had lower grades. This once again points to 
the English curriculum being in need of revision. The design of the curriculum needs to take 
into account, and cater for the range of students’ abilities in order to improve motivation and 
success.   
 
7.5 Limitations  
One limitation of this research is the capability of one researcher who conducted the study. 
Further, the data gathering phase was limited within a timeframe (2004), encompassing 
twelve months. The analysis and presentation of this research have been completed as part of 
the requirement of a PhD within a time constraint. In this study it was assumed that the 
academic results expressed as A, B, C and D grades were valid and consistent from year to 
year. To the extent that there were inconsistencies in the grades, there will be consequences 
for the interpretation of the results. In addition, due to the fact that this research has been 
based on a single case study, the issue of generalization will be in each individual reader’s 
interpretation (Stake, 2000; Burns, 2000).  
 
7.6 Recommendations for future research 
Future research in relation to the RTAFA English curriculum is recommended to be 
conducted regularly. The RTAFA curriculum is scheduled to be revised every five years so 
constant monitoring is important. In addition, further research can also be conducted with the 
RTAFA graduates. Investigating whether the RTAFA English curriculum that the RTAFA 
graduates experienced served their needs or objectives in their career, or not, would add 
another valuable dimension to the designing of the English curriculum within the RTAFA.  
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Another issue where future research is recommended concerns investigations of the teaching 
and learning of English among other military academies. Although it is speculated that there 
will be some differences, the results of the investigation can bring about improvements in the 
teaching and learning of English in all military institutions. 
 
As stated in the previous section, in this study it was assumed that the academic results 
expressed as A, B, C and D grades were valid and consistent from year to year. It may be wise 
in future research at the RTAFA to check whether these assumptions were reasonable, and 
whether academic standards meet the same criteria over time. 
 
7.7 Recommendations for future researchers 
Recommendations for future researchers who would like to conduct research along similar 
lines to this research study include the validation of the questionnaires and the use of effect 
size measures. The validation of the questionnaires before they were used in the main study 
provided valuable information about the technical properties of the instruments and 
contributed to the interpretability of the information gathered. The use of effect size measures 
provided useful information about the magnitude of differences between sub-groups (See 
Table 3.2, p. 88).   
 
7.8 Conclusions and recommendations 
The aim of this research was to investigate the influences on the teaching and learning of 
English in the Royal Thai Air Force Academy (RTAFA) and the factors that affect the 
limitation of the English proficiency of the RTAFA graduates. The results suggest that the 
English curriculum influenced the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA, followed 
by issues in relation to cadets’ attitudes and motivations for studying English and cadets’ 
English educational background. The findings suggest that factors that affected the limitation 
of the English proficiency of the RTAFA graduates include: 
• A lack of realization by the cadets of the importance of English 
• The very structure of the English curriculum and the content of the English syllabus 
• The perceived low status of English as evidenced by the lack of academic credits 
given to the subject 
• The poor facilities of the language laboratories 
• Time assigned for an English study 
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• The large class sizes which influence interaction and oral communication between 
students and teachers 
• The perceived lack of knowledge about current teaching methods and consequences 
for the teaching techniques of the instructors 
• The varying experiences of the cadets’ background knowledge of English  
• The rigid military system in which the cadets must function limits flexibility in the 
English curriculum to cater for all the learning needs of the students 
• The need for more native speaking English instructors to develop the oral language 
skills of cadets.  
 
Recommendations for improvement of the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA are 
provided based on the findings of the analyses of the cadet and instructor questionnaires. 
Cross references of many of these issues were made to triangulate the findings of the 
interviews conducted with the students, instructors and senior administrators. Issues 
recommended are as follows: 
• An increased emphasis needs to be developed on the importance of knowing the 
English language as a cadet in the RTAFA. 
• The English curriculum needs revising to reflect the reality of the global environment 
in which the RTAFA must work. 
• The English curriculum syllabus should be a publicly available document (perhaps 
available on the RTAFA Intranet). 
• Improvement of the content of English is needed. Emphasis should be placed on 
listening, speaking and conversation skills.  
• An increase of English credits should be taken into consideration. 
• The English language labs need to be updated with modern equipment. 
• More time is needed for an English study. Two hours per week may not be enough. 
• Smaller classes, no more than 20 students, should be arranged for an English study. 
• Instructors need constant professional development in relation to techniques in English 
teaching and learning. 
• Consideration of differences in cadets’ levels of English proficiency is recommended. 
This needs to be taken in to consideration when designing the English curriculum and 
when planning the classes. 
• Factors influencing the teaching and learning of English should be reviewed and taken 
into consideration in order to find measures or ways to deal with these factors 
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appropriately. Such factors include time constraint of the cadets, exhaustion of the 
cadets because of the long days, the multitude of different activities expected of the 
cadets, frequent cancellation of the class due to requirements of cadets’ attendance on 
military observances and other special occasions or events and cadets’ inappropriate 
punishment from lack of interest or dozing off in class.  
• More qualified and knowledgeable native English instructors are required to work 
within the English department of the RTAFA. 
 
During the years of this research study, some of the issues or recommendations mentioned 
above have already begun to be considered, reviewed and put into practice. While 
questionnaires and interviews were conducted, it was apparent that senior administrators, 
instructors and cadets cooperated very well with good intentions to improve the teaching and 
learning of English in the RTAFA. However, some issues which may require changes need to 
be reviewed carefully as they will affect the whole system within the RTAFA. It is 
challenging for senior administrators, instructors as well as the cadets themselves to strive for 
the improvement and betterment of the English teaching and learning at the RTAFA. 
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APPENDIX 5a 
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APPENDIX 5b 
Plain Language Statement for Senior Administrators and Instructors (Thai) 
 
 
 
 
 288 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 289 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 290 
APPENDIX 6 
Letter of Reference from an English-Thai & Thai-English Certified Translator 
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APPENDIX 7 
Description of Test of English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL) 
 
Title              Test of English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL) 
Author/         Educational Testing Service, College Entrance Examination Board, Graduate     
Developer     Record Examination Board 
(Sponsor) 
Source           TOEFL, Box 899, Princeton, N.J. 08541 
Purpose         To indicate English proficiency to colleges and universities (primarily U.S. and   
                      Canada) and to government and other agencies for placement of students in   
                      universities. 
Description   Three separately timed sections using 4-choice objective questions: 1) listening   
                      comprehension (paraphrase, short dialog between two people, and passage   
                      comprehension); 2) structure and written expression (completion and error   
                      identification); and 3) reading comprehension and vocabulary. 
Sample Item (Instructions have the examinees find which underlined word or phrase is an   
                      error. The letter of this answer is marked on an answer sheet.) 
 
                      At first the old woman seemed unwilling to accept anything that was offered her     
                            A                                                                 B                      C 
                      by my friends and I. 
                                                 *D 
                      [D = unacceptable] 
Time              Approximately 2 hours (plus 1 hour for administrative details). 
Level/Age     Advanced (but sometimes used with upper intermediate)/adult. 
Availability   The TOEFL is not sold to individuals; it is given only on set dates and at   
                      approved testing centers (write TOEFL for information) 
            
 
Source: Madsen, H. S. (1983). Techniques in testing. (pp. 190-191). New York: Oxford   
                            University Press. 
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APPENDIX 8 
Description of International English Language Testing System (IELTS) 
 
Title              International English Language Testing System (IELTS) 
Author/         British Council, IDP: IELTS Australia and the University of Cambridge ESOL     
Developer     Examinations (Cambridge ESOL) 
(Sponsor) 
Source           http://www.ielts.org/ 
Purpose         To measure students’ or candidates’ ability to communicate in English in all   
                      four language skills, namely listening, reading, writing and speaking. The test is   
                      designed for people who would like to study or work where English is the   
                      language of communication.                        
Description   There are two versions of the IELTS. 
                      1. Academic Module – for students seeking entry to a university or institution of   
                          higher education offering degree and diploma courses   
                      2. General Training Module – for students seeking entry to a secondary school,     
                          to vocational training courses or for people taking the IELTS test for    
                          immigration purposes                         
Test Format                                               Listening 
                                                       4 sections, 40 questions 
                                              30 minutes, 10 minutes transfer time 
    Academic Reading                                                               General Training Reading    
3 sections, 40 questions                            or                                 3 sections, 40 questions 
        60 minutes                                                                                         60 minutes 
   Academic Writing                                                                 General Training Writing 
           2 tasks                                            or                                               2 tasks 
       60 minutes                                                                                        60 minutes 
                                                                  Speaking 
                                                            10 to 15 minutes 
                                                              Total test time 
                                                           2 hours 55 minutes 
                       
            
 
Source: http://www.ielts.org/ 
             Jakeman, V., & McDowell, C. (1999). Cambridge practice tests for IELTS. (p. 6). 
Cambridge: The United Kingdom at the University Press. 
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APPENDIX 9 
Description of English Comprehension Level (ECL) Test / the American Language 
Course Placement Test (ALCPT) 
 
Title              English Comprehension Level (ECL) Test / American Language Course 
Placement Test (ALCPT) 
Author/         Defense Language Institute English Language Center (DLIELC), the  
Developer     Department of Defense, U.S.A.         
(Sponsor) 
Source           http://www.dlielc.org/testing/index.html 
Purpose         To assess the English language proficiency of international military students   
                      who are considered for assignment or training in the U.S.A. The tests are also   
                      used for US military personnel who are non-native speakers of English, as a   
                      prerequisite qualification for entry into the military services. The ECL is   
                      provided to authorized US Government users only whereas the ALCPT is   
                      conducted outside of DLIELC. 
Description   A four-option, multiple choice test of listening and reading comprehension. The   
                      emphasis is on informal American English.  
Time              Approximately 75 minutes. In 1999, a computer-adaptive version of the ECL    
                      (CAT ECL) has been in used at the DLIELC campus. The testing time is   
                      shortened to approximately 17 minutes. 
Availability   The ECL can be obtained and administered only by authorized ECL Test   
                      Control Officers, who are US Government personnel. The program is controlled   
                      by DLIELC. 
            
 
Source: http://www.dlielc.org/testing/ecl_test.html 
             http://www.dlielc.org/testing/index.html 
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APPENDIX 10 
Foreign Languages Taught in Thailand 
 
 
Classical Languages                                                                             Modern Languages 
 
Pali, Arabic, Sanskrit,                                                                   English, Chinese (Mandarin), 
Khmer, Mon                                                                                  French, Japanese, German 
                                                                                                      Spanish, Italian, Russian, 
                                                                                                      Modern Arabic, Korean,   
                                                                                                      Vietnamese 
 
Source: Wongsothorn (2000) expanded from Noss (1982) 
 
Noss, Richard B. (ed.) 1984. An Overview of Language Issues in Southeast Asia 1950-1980. 
Singapore: Oxford University Press. 
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APPENDIX 11 
Administration of Education in Thailand 
 
Education in Thailand is administered by various government ministries 
 
Administration of Education in Thailand 
 
                              Courses Offered 
Responsible Bodies Primary Lower 
Secondary 
Upper 
Secondary 
Diploma / 
Certificate 
Bachelor’s 
Degree 
Graduate 
Degree / 
Specific 
Certificate 
1. Ministry of Education        
1.1 Office of National Primary Education 
Commission (ONPEC) 
 
* 
 
* 
    
1.2 Department of General Education * * *    
1.3 Office of Rajabhat Institutes Council * * *  *  
1.4 Office of the Private Education 
Commission 
 
* 
 
* 
 
* 
 
* 
  
1.5 Department of Physical Education * * * * *  
1.6 Department of Fine Arts  * * * *  
1.7 Department of Vocational Education    * *  
1.8 Department of Religious Affairs     * * 
1.9 Rajamanagala Institute of Technology    * * * 
2. Ministry of University Affairs       
2.1 Demonstration Schools * * *    
2.2 Public Institutions of Higher Education    * * * 
2.3 Private Institutions of Higher 
Education 
     
* 
 
* 
3. Ministry of Interior       
3.1 Bureau of Local Education 
Administration 
 
* 
 
* 
    
3.2 Bangkok Metropolitan Administration * *  * *  
3.3 Department of Police *      
3.4 Police Cadet Academy     *  
3.5 Police School    *   
4. Ministry of Labour and Social 
Welfare 
      
- Department of Public Welfare *      
5. Ministry of Agriculture and 
Cooperatives 
      
5.1 Irrigation College    * *  
5.2 Veterinary School    * *  
5.3 Cooperatives School    *   
6. Ministry of Transport and 
Communications 
      
6.1 Merchant Marine Training Center    * *  
6.2 Meteorological School    *   
6.3 Postal School    *   
6.4 Civil Aviation Training Center    *   
7. Ministry of Defence       
7.1 Armed Forces Academies Preparatory 
School 
   
* 
   
7.2 Military, Naval, Air Forces Academies     *  
7.3 Medical Colleges     *  
7.4 Nursing Colleges     *  
7.5 Technical Training School    *   
7.6 Survey School    *   
8. Ministry of Public Health       
8.1 Nursing Colleges    * *  
8.2 Public Health Colleges    *   
8.3 College of Medical Technology and 
Public Health 
    
* 
  
9. Ministry of Science, Technology and 
Environment 
      
- Chemical Practice Institute    *   
10. Ministry of Justice       
- Law Training Institute      * 
11. Thai Red Cross Society       
- Nursing College    * *  
Source: http://www.inter.mua.go.th/info/thailand.html 
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APPENDIX 12 
Ranks of the Armed Forces in Thailand 
 
The Army The Navy The Air Force 
Field Marshal Admiral of the Fleet Marshal of the Royal Thai Air Force 
General Admiral Air Chief Marshal 
Lieutenant General Vice Admiral Air Marshal 
Major General Rear Admiral Air Vice Marshal 
Colonel Captain Group Captain 
Lieutenant Colonel Commander Wing Commander 
Major Lieutenant Commander Squadron Leader 
Captain Lieutenant Flight Lieutenant 
Lieutenant Lieutenant Junior Grade Flying Officer 
Sub Lieutenant Sub Lieutenant Pilot Officer 
Sergeant Major 
First Class 
Chief Petty Officer 
First Class 
Flight Sergeant 
First Class 
 
Sergeant Major 
Second Class 
 
Chief Petty Officer 
Second Class 
 
Flight Sergeant 
Second Class 
 
Sergeant Major 
Third Class 
 
Chief Petty Officer 
Third Class 
 
Flight Sergeant 
Third Class 
Sergeant Petty Officer 1st Class Sergeant 
Corporal Petty Officer 2nd Class Corporal 
Private 1st Class Petty Officer 3rd Class Leading Aircraftman 
Army Cadet Naval Cadet Air Cadet 
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APPENDIX 13 
Map of the RTAFA 
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APPENDIX 14 
2006 RTAFA Curriculum 
 
2006 academic program of the bachelor’s degree in Materials Science (Military and 
Aerospace) 
 
Courses Number of Courses Number of Credits 
General Fundamental Courses   
• Humanities and Social Science Courses 
(includes English) 
• Mathematics and Science Courses 
               28                 
               15             
                                
               13 
             53             
             22             
                                  
             31                  
Major Courses 
• Fundamental Courses and Computer 
• Core Courses 
• Elective Courses 
               33             
               12             
               19              
                 2 
             92                 
             36                
             50                   
               6 
Military Training Courses                  7              14 
Physical Education    4                4 
Total                72            163 
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APPENDIX 15 
List of General Fundamental Courses 
 
Humanities and Social Science Courses (includes English) 
Humanities Courses: 
• HU 101 English – 1  
• HU 102 English – 2  
• HU 103 Language and Communication  
• HU 201 English – 3 
• HU 202 English – 4 
• HU 301 English – 5  
• HU 302 English – 6  
• HU 401 English for Communication and Study Skills   
• HU 402 Introduction to English Relating to Flying 
Social Science Courses: 
• SO 101 General Psychology 
• SO 102 Sociology 
• SO 202 Principles of Political Science 
• SO 302 Principles of Economics 
• SO 401 Principles of Administration 
• SO 402 Thai Studies 
 
Mathematics and Science Courses 
Mathematics Courses: 
• MA 101 Calculus – 1  
• MA 102 Calculus – 2  
• MA 200 Probability and Statistics 
• MA 201 Advanced Calculus – 1  
• MA 202 Advanced Calculus – 2  
Science Courses: 
• CH 101 Chemistry – 1  
• CH 102 Chemistry – 2  
• CH 103 Chemistry Laboratory – 1  
• CH 104 Chemistry Laboratory – 2  
• PH 101 Physics – 1  
• PH 102 Physics – 2  
• PH 103 Physics Laboratory – 1  
• PH 104 Physics Laboratory – 2  
 
 300 
Military Study Courses 
• MI 101 Basic Airmanship 
• MI 102 Military History 
• MI 201 Air Power – 1  
• MI 202 War Theory 
• MI 301 Leadership 
• MI 302 Air Power – 2  
• MI 400 Security and Military Mission 
 
Physical Education 
• PE 102 Physical Education – 1  
• PE 202 Physical Education – 2  
• PE 302 Physical Education – 3  
• PE 402 Physical Education – 4  
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APPENDIX 16 
2006 Military Training Program 
 
First Year 
MT 100 Basic Military Training – 1  
• Basic Military Training 
• March Training 
• Weaponry Studies 
• Shooting Training 
• Organization Tactics  
• Physical and Mental Training 
• Field Training 
 
Second Year 
MT 200 Basic Military Training – 2  
• Basic Military Training 
• March Training 
• Weaponry Studies 
• Shooting Training 
• Organization Tactics  
• Physical and Mental Training 
• Field Training 
• Training on Military Trainer 
• Air Support Training 
• Air Base Defence Training 
 
Third year 
MT 300 Basic Military Training – 3  
• Basic Military Training 
• March Training 
• Weaponry Studies 
• Shooting Training 
• Organization Tactics  
• Physical and Mental Training 
• Field Training 
• Sword Training 
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FT 300 Basic Flight Training – 1  
• Private Pilot Course (PPC) 
• Flight Simulator Training (FST) 
• Basic Flight Training (BFT) 
• RTAF Jobs Training (RJT) 
 
Fourth Year 
MT 400 Basic Military Training – 4  
• Basic Military Training 
• Weaponry Studies 
• Shooting Training 
• Physical and Mental Training 
• Sword Training 
 
FT 400 Basic Flight Training – 2  
• Private Pilot Course (PPC) 
• Flight Simulator Training (FST) 
• Basic Flight Training (BFT) 
• Navigational Training 
• RTAF Jobs Training (RJT) 
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APPENDIX 17 
Old and New Curricula (2002) for the 1st Year Cadets, Semester 1 & 2 
 
1998 Curriculum (Five-year Program) for the 1st Year Cadets, Semester 1 & 2 
15 Courses                                                                                                                  35 credits 
Semester 1 
Codes Courses Credits 
MI 101 Military – 1  2 
HU 101 English – 1  1 
HU 103 Language and Communication 2 
SO 101 Principles of Political Science 2 
SO 103 General Psychology 2 
MA 101 Calculus – 1  3 
CH 101 Chemistry – 1  3 
PH 101 Physics – 1  3 
                                Total 18 
Semester 2 
Codes Courses Credits 
MI 102 Military – 2  2 
HU 102 English – 2  1 
SO 102 Sociology 2 
MA 102 Calculus – 2  3 
CS 102 Computer Programming - 1 3 
CH 102 Chemistry – 2  3 
PH 102 Physics – 2  3 
                                Total 17 
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2002 Curriculum (Four-year Program) for the 1st Year Cadets, Semester 1 & 2 
19 Courses                                                                                                                  38 credits 
Semester 1 
Codes Courses Credits 
MI 101 Basic Airmanship 2 
HU 101 English – 1  1 
HU 103 Language and Communication 2 
SO 101 General Psychology 2 
MA 101 Calculus – 1  3 
CH 101 Chemistry – 1  3 
CH 103 Chemistry Laboratory – 1 1 
PH 101 Physics – 1  3 
PH 103 Physics Laboratory – 1 1 
                                Total 18 
Semester 2 
Codes Courses Credits 
MI 102 Military History  2 
HU 102 English – 2  1 
SO 102 Sociology 2 
MA 102 Calculus – 2  3 
CS 102 Basic Computer Programming  3 
CH 102 Chemistry – 2  3 
CH 104 Chemistry Laboratory – 2 1 
PH 102 Physics – 2  3 
PH 104 Physics Laboratory – 2 1 
PE 102 Physical Education – 1  1 
                                Total 20 
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APPENDIX 18 
Pilot Questionnaire 
 
The Influences on the Teaching and Learning of English 
 
 In the Royal Thai Air Force Academy 
 
 
Instructions to complete the questionnaire: 
 
1. The questionnaire investigates the influences on the teaching and learning of English 
in the Royal Thai Air force Academy. 
 
2. This questionnaire is divided into five sections and the total number of the questions is 
30 items as follows: 
 
• Section 1. Personal information of the respondent 
 
• Section 2. English educational background of the air cadet 
 
• Section 3. The English curriculum of the Royal Thai Air Force Academy 
 
• Section 4. Attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the academy 
 
• Section 5. Motivation for studying English in the academy 
 
3. Please put the     in the  (   ) or in the space provided  that best suits your opinion or 
complete each question as requested. 
 
 
 
THANK YOU VERY MUCH IN ADVANCE FOR YOUR COOPERATION 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Page 1 
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Section 1. Personal information of the respondent 
 
1. Which year class are you in at this moment? 
 
(   ) 1st year     (   ) 2nd year     (   ) 3rd year     (   ) 4th year     (   ) 5th year      
 
(   ) Others: Please specify (for example, just graduated) ……………… 
 
2. Please indicate your age: 
 
(   ) 16-17         (   ) 18-19         (   ) 20-21          (   ) 22-23 
     
(   ) Others: Please specify ………………………………   
 
3. What is your major field of study? 
 
(   ) Aeronautical Engineering 
(   ) Civil Engineering 
(   ) Computer Engineering 
(   ) Computer Science 
(   ) Electrical Engineering 
(   ) Industrial Engineering 
(   ) Material Science 
(   ) Mechanical Engineering 
(   ) Others: Please specify ……………………………… 
 
4. Where are you from?  
 
(   ) Bangkok                                   (   ) Others: Please specify ……………………  
 
5. Do you have parents or relatives who speak English as a native a language? 
 
(   ) No                    (   ) Yes. Please give details if possible……………………….. 
 
                                       If ‘Yes’ , Do you speak English to him, her or them?                             
                                       
                                       (   ) No              (   ) Yes  
                                 
6.   What type of dictionaries do you usually use in studying English? You may choose    
      more than one answer.                         
 
(   ) English-Thai Dictionary            (   ) English-English Dictionary 
 
(   ) Thai-English Dictionary            (   ) Others: Please specify ………………….. 
 
(   ) No dictionary is used. Please give the reason(s) ……………………………... 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Page 2 
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Section 2. English educational background of the air cadet 
 
7. When did you start to learn English? 
 
(   ) Kindergarten          (   ) Year 1          (   ) Year 3          (   ) Year 5 
 
(   ) Year 7                    (   )   Others: Please specify ………………... 
 
8. Please indicate the types of schools you attended before attending the Armed              
Forces Academies Preparatory School and the Royal Thai Air Force Academy.  
 
Please put the name of the school in the space provided under the type of school you 
attended. 
                                                                                                                                       
Type:                     Public School          Private School          Others: Please specify        
                                                                                                           …………….. 
Level                                                                            
                  
              For example:       Rittiya Wannalai 
 
 
1. Kindergarten  ………………          ………………….           ……………….. 
 
 
2. Primary          ……………….         …………………..           ……………….. 
 
  
3. Secondary       .. .……………..       ………………….           ……………….. 
 
 
4. Others:             ….……………….    …………………..         ……………….. 
      Please specify 
      ……………. 
      ……………. 
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9. Before attending the Royal Thai Air Force Academy, have you had a chance to study 
English with native speakers? 
 
(   ) No                       (   ) Yes. Please give details ………………………………… 
                                           
10. Have you had a chance to study abroad where English is used as a medium   
      language? 
 
      (   ) No                        (   ) Yes. Please indicate the country or countries …………. 
 
11. What is your average grade of the English language at the Royal Thai Air Force  
Academy?  
 
(For the first year cadets, please give your average grade at the Armed Forces 
Academies Preparatory School.) 
 
(   ) A       (   ) B+       (   ) B       (   ) C+       (   ) C       (   ) D+       (   ) D       (   ) F 
 
12. Have you had opportunities to improve your English outside the classroom? 
 
(   ) No                        (   ) Yes. Please choose from the following list. You can     
                                           choose more that one answer. 
 
                                          (   ) Reading English newspapers or magazines 
 
                                          (   ) Listening to English radio broadcast such as news  
                                                 or other English programs 
 
                                          (   ) Practicing speaking skill with native speakers or      
                                                 foreigners 
 
                                          (   ) Writing letters or sending e-mails to foreign friends 
 
                                                      (   ) Attending English classes: If possible , please give  
                                                             details …………………………………………….. 
                                                             ……………………………………………………. 
                                                             ……………………………………………………. 
 
                                                      (   ) Others: Please specify ……………………………. 
                                                             ……………………………………………………. 
                                                             ……………………………………………………. 
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Section 3. The English curriculum of the Royal Thai Air Force Academy 
      
13. What do you think about the English curriculum of the Royal Thai Air Force  
Academy? You can choose more than one answer. 
 
      (   ) Too much information to cover 
      (   ) Enough information 
      (   ) Too little information 
 
      (   ) Useful for everyday life 
      (   ) Not useful for everyday life 
 
      (   ) Useful for your career 
      (   ) Not useful for your career 
 
      (   ) Suitable for the air cadets 
      (   ) Not suitable for the air cadets 
 
      (   ) Cover all the skills: Listening, Speaking, Reading and Writing 
      (   ) Not cover all the skills 
 
      (   ) Up-to date 
      (   ) Not up-to-date 
 
      (   ) Others: Please specify ………………………………………… 
              
      (   ) No comment. Please give the reason(s) ……………………… 
 
14. How many periods do you study English per week? 
 
(   ) 1 period     (   ) 2 periods     (   ) 3 periods     (   ) 4 periods                                  
 
(   ) Others: Please specify ……………………………………………… 
 
15. At the Royal Thai Air Force Academy, you study English with ………………… 
 
(   ) Thai instructors only 
 
      (   ) Native speakers only: If possible, please indicate the nationality or  
             nationalities ……….. 
 
      (   ) Both Thai instructors and native speakers: If possible, please indicate the  
             nationality or nationalities of the native speakers ………………………….. 
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16. What do you think about the English materials used in the academy? You can  
            choose more than one answer. 
 
The textbooks: 
 
(   ) Too difficult for the level of the air cadets 
(   ) Too easy for the level of the air cadets 
(   ) Appropriate for the level of the air cadets 
 
(   ) Suitable for your field of study 
(   ) Not suitable for your field of study 
 
(   ) Too old / out-of-date 
(   ) Up-to-date 
 
(   ) Too many exercises 
(   ) Need more exercises 
 
(   ) Too much emphasis on grammatical points 
(   ) Need more emphasis on grammatical points 
 
(   ) Others: Please specify ………………………………………………………. 
 
Reading materials: (for example, English newspapers, magazines, references, etc.) 
 
(   ) Useful 
(   ) Not useful 
 
(   ) Necessary 
(   ) Not necessary 
 
(   ) Enough for the number of the air cadets 
(   ) Not enough for the number of the air cadets 
(   ) No reading materials are available 
 
(   ) Others: Please specify ……………………………………………………….. 
 
Printed materials: (for example, exam papers, materials distributed in class, etc.) 
 
(   ) Good quality 
(   ) Need improvement 
(   ) Appropriate 
 
(   ) Others: please specify ………………………………………………………... 
 
(   ) No comment. Please give the reason(s) ……………………………………… 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Page 6 
 
 311 
17. How often are you assessed during a semester? 
 
(   ) Every class     (   ) Every month     (   ) Mid-term and Final     (   ) Only Final  
 
(   ) Others: Please specify ……………………………………………………….. 
 
18. What kind of evaluation or examination would you prefer? You can choose more than 
one answer. 
 
(   ) Multiple-choice exam     (   ) Written exam     (   ) Oral exam                            
 
(   ) Others: Please specify ………………………………………. 
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     Section 4. Attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the academy 
 
19. Do you like to study English? 
 
(   ) No.                                                            (   ) Yes. 
 
Please choose the reason(s) from the list given below. You can choose more than 
one answer. 
 
If ‘No’                                                            If ‘Yes’ 
 
(   ) Inadequacy of background knowledge   (   ) Good background knowledge 
 
(   ) Received unsatisfactory grades              (   ) Received satisfactory grades 
 
(   ) English is not useful to career or            (   ) English is useful to career or    
      everyday life                                                   everyday life 
 
(   ) Bad impression with instructors             (   ) Good impression with instructors 
 
(   ) Difficult to understand                            (   ) Easy to understand 
 
(   ) Boring subject                                         (   ) Interesting subject 
 
(   ) Others: Please specify ………………    (   ) Others: Please specify …………. 
       ………………………………………           …………………………………..        
 
20. What do you think about the time given to the English classes at the academy? 
 
      (   ) Too much            (   ) Too little            (   ) Appropriate 
       
      (   ) Others: Please specify ……………………………………………………….. 
 
21. What do you think about the English classrooms in the academy?  
 
(   ) Noisy: Please give the reason(s) ……………………………………………. 
(   ) Quiet 
 
(   ) Too dark 
(   ) Have enough light 
                                                                                          
(   ) Too hot                                               
(   ) Too cold                                             
(   ) Appropriate 
 
            (   ) Need more teaching aids: (for example, TV, video, cassette player, overhead  
       projector, etc.) 
 
(   ) Have enough teaching aids 
 
(   ) Others: Please specify ……………………………………………………….. 
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22. Would you prefer a small or a big class in studying English in the academy? 
 
(   ) Small                    (   ) Big                    (   ) No comment 
 
Please give the reason(s) ………………………………………………………… 
 
23. Please indicate the teaching styles of your current instructors at the academy? You can 
choose more than one answer. 
 
(   ) Follow the textbooks only 
(   ) Bring in other materials or external readings 
(   ) No textbook is used 
 
(   ) Use a lot of activities to supplement the teachings 
(   ) No activity is included 
 
(   ) Speak English in class all the time 
(   ) Speak Thai in class all the time 
(   ) Speak both English and Thai in class 
 
(   ) Teacher-centered (instructors talk most of the time) 
(   ) Student-centered  
 
(   ) Others: Please specify ………………………………………………………… 
 
24. Concerning the teaching and learning of English in the academy, please rate     
the importance of  each skill based on your opinion. Please put the    in the space 
provided under the column that best suits your opinion. 
 
Degree: Very important   Important   Neutral   Less important   Very little important   Unimportant 
 
Skill: 
 
Listening  ……………     ………….   ……….  ………………      ……………….      ………….. 
 
Speaking  .……………     …………   ………..  ………………       ……………….      …………. 
 
Reading    ……………..   …………   ……….   ………………      …………………    …………. 
 
Writing   ………………   …………   ………..  ..………………    .……………….      …………. 
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Section 5. Motivation for studying English in the academy    
 
For items no.25-30:  Please rate the following items that best suit your opinion. 
 
             Statement                                      Strongly  Agree  Neutral  Disagree  Strongly             
 
                                                                       agree                                                 disagree                  
 
 
 
25. You study English only because it is  
       a compulsory course in the curriculum. 
 
26. You would like to continue your  
       studying in the country or abroad. 
 
27. You would like to be able to  
       understand English newspapers, 
       textbooks, magazines, movies,  
       songs, etc.  
 
28. You are proud to be able to  
      communicate in English well.         
 
29. English is important for your career. 
 
30. If you can choose, you would like to  
      study English. 
 
Please feel free to comment on the teaching and learning of English in the Royal Thai 
Air Force Academy: 
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Please spend some time to answer the following questions. 
 
1. Were the instructions clear and easy to follow? 
 
(   ) Yes                      
 
(   ) No. Please give the reason(s) ………………………… 
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2. Were any of the questions unclear or ambiguous? 
 
(   ) Yes. Please specify ………………………………………………………….. 
 
(   ) No 
 
3. Were you able to answer all the questions? 
 
(   ) Yes    
                    
(   ) No. Please give the reasons …………………………… 
 
4. Did you object to answering any of the questions? 
 
(   ) Yes. Please specify ……………………………………………… 
 
(   ) No 
 
5. Did you find any of the questions embarrassing, irrelevant, or irritating? 
 
(   ) Yes. Please specify ……………………………………………… 
 
(   ) No 
       
6. In your point of view, are there any important or concerned issues omitted? 
 
(   ) Yes. Please specify ……………………………………………….. 
 
(   ) No 
       
7. Was the layout of the questionnaires clear? 
 
(   ) Yes 
 
(   ) No. Please specify …………………………………………………… 
       
8. How long did it take you to complete the questionnaires? 
 
(   ) Less than 15 minutes                      (   ) Approximately 16-30 minutes 
 
(   ) Approximately 31-45 minutes        (   ) Others: Please specify ……………… 
 
 
THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR KIND COOPERATION 
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APPENDIX 19 
Pilot Questionnaire (Thai) 
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APPENDIX 20 
Results of the Pilot Questionnaire 
 
 
 
The Influences on the Teaching and Learning of English 
 
 In the Royal Thai Air Force Academy 
 
 
 
Instructions to complete the questionnaire: 
 
1.  The questionnaire investigates the influences on the teaching and learning of English in  
      the Royal Thai Air force Academy. 
 
2.  This questionnaire is divided into five sections and the total number of the questions is  
     30 items as follows: 
 
• Section 1. Personal information of the respondent 
 
• Section 2. English educational background of the air cadet 
 
• Section 3. The English curriculum of the Royal Thai Air Force Academy 
 
• Section 4. Attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the academy 
 
• Section 5. Motivation for studying English in the academy 
 
3.  Please put the     in the  (   ) or in the space provided  that best suits your opinion or 
     complete each question as requested. 
 
 
 
THANK YOU VERY MUCH IN ADVANCE FOR YOUR COOPERATION 
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Section 1. Personal information of the respondent 
 
1.  Which year class are you in at this moment? 
 
(   ) 1st year     (   ) 2nd year     (   ) 3rd year     (   ) 4th year     
 
(   ) 5th year   : 34   
 
(   ) Others: Please specify (for example, just graduated) ……………… 
 
NO MARK: 1 
 
2.  Please indicate your age: 
 
(   ) 16-17         (   ) 18-19         (   ) 20-21: 1          (   ) 22-23 : 23 
     
(   ) Others: Please specify     : 1 – 25 years  
                                               : 9 – 24 years  
 
NO MARK: 1 
  
3.  What is your major field of study? 
 
(   ) Aeronautical Engineering           :   3 
(   ) Civil Engineering                        :   4 
(   ) Computer Engineering                :   4 
(   ) Computer Science                       :   6 
(   ) Electrical Engineering                 : 13 
(   ) Industrial Engineering                 :   1 
(   ) Material Science                          :   3 
(   ) Mechanical Engineering 
(   ) Others: Please specify ……………… 
 
NO MARK: 1 
 
4.  Where are you from?  
 
(   ) Bangkok   : 7                              (   ) Others: Please specify :Total : 27 
                                                                   1 - Chaiyapoom  
                                                                   1 – Arng Thong 
                                                                   1 – Pra Chuab 
                                                                   2 – Na-Khon Ratchasima 
                                                                   1 – Na-Khon Pathom 
                                                                   2 – Ubon Ratchatanee 
                                                                   1 – Na Khon Si Thammarat 
                                                                   1 - Burirum 
                                                                   1 – Chieng rai 
                                                                   1 – Udon Thani 
                                                                   1 – Other Province 
                                                                   1 – Chon Buri 
                                                                   1 – Maha Sarakham 
                                                                   3– Khon Khen 
Page 2 
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                                                                   1 – Surat Thani 
                                                                   2 – Lop buri 
                                                                   2 – Rat cha buri 
                                                                   1 – Surin 
                                                                   1 – Ayutthaya  
                                                                   1 – Naan 
                                                                   1 – Lam Poon 
 
NO MARK: 1 
 
5.  Do you have parents or relatives who speak English as a native a language? 
 
(   ) No : 33              
 
(   ) Yes. : 1         Please give details if possible……………………….. 
 
 If ‘Yes’ , Do you speak English to him, her or them?                             
                                       
(   ) No              (   ) Yes : 1 
 
 NO MARK: 1 
                               
6.  What type of dictionaries do you usually use in studying English? You may choose 
     more than one answer.                         
 
(   ) English-Thai Dictionary  : 30       (   ) English-English Dictionary : 16 
 
(   ) Thai-English Dictionary  : 14       (   ) Others: Please specify : 1-Use all  
 
(   ) No dictionary is used. Please give the reason(s) : 1 – Not like English 
 
NO MARK: 1 
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Section 2. English educational background of the air cadet 
 
7.  When did you start to learn English? 
 
(   ) Kindergarten : 6         (   ) Year 1: 4         (   ) Year 3          (   ) Year 5 : 22 
 
(   ) Year 7 : 3                    (   )   Others: Please specify …………… 
 
REMARKS:  3 - Kindergarten - Bangkok 
                       1 -  K                     - Arng Thong    
                       1 – K                     - Na Khon Si Thammarat 
                       1 – K                     - Maha Sarakham 
 
8.  Please indicate the types of schools you attended before attending the Armed              
Forces Academies Preparatory School and the Royal Thai Air Force Academy.  
 
Please put the name of the school in the space provided under the type of school you 
attended. 
                                                                                                                                       
Type:                     Public School          Private School          Others: Please specify        
                                                                                                           …………….. 
Level                                                                            
                  
              For example:     Rittiya Wannalai 
 
1.  Kindergarten          : 15                              : 7                              ……….. 
 
2.  Primary                   : 27                             : 8                                ……….. 
  
3.  Secondary              .: 31                               : 4                               ……….. 
 
4.  Others           : 1 – Holland Park,             ….………                   ………..                     
                                      England 
      Please specify 
      …………….       
 
Remarks: 12  – Kindergarten : leave it blank 
1 – Kindergarten : can’t remember 
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9. Before attending the Royal Thai Air Force Academy, have you had a chance to study             
      English with native speakers? 
 
(   ) No    : 20               
 
(   ) Yes. : 15                            Please give details : 2 – AUA  
                                                                                  1 – At old school                 
                                                                                  5 – AFAPS 
                                                                                  2 – ECC 
                                                                                  1 – In England 
 
10.  Have you had a chance to study abroad where English is used as a medium   
 language? 
 
      (   ) No : 28                     
 
      (   ) Yes. : 6  Please indicate the country or countries  2 – Australia 
                                                                                            1 – USA ( Traveling ) 
                                                                                      1 – England 
                                                                                      1 – Australia & Singapore 
NO MARK : 1 
 
11.  What is your average grade of the English language at the Royal Thai Air Force  
  Academy?  
 
(For the first year cadets, please give your average grade at the Armed Forces 
Academies Preparatory School.) 
 
(   ) A          -- 
 
(   ) B+        4      
 
(   ) B         10    
 
(   ) C+       11     
 
(   ) C          4    
 
(   ) D+        2       
 
(   ) D          4      
 
(   ) F          -- 
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12.  Have you had opportunities to improve your English outside the classroom? 
 
(   ) No   : 8                  
 
            (   ) Yes. : 27 
 
  Please choose from the following list. You can choose more that one answer.     
                  
                                (   ) Reading English newspapers or magazines : 22 
 
                                (   ) Listening to English radio broadcast such as news or other    
                                       English programs : 19 
 
                                (   ) Practicing speaking skill with native speakers or foreigners : 8 
 
                                (   ) Writing letters or sending e-mails to foreign friends : 9 
 
                                (   ) Attending English classes: If possible , please give details  
 
                                       : Total  9 – AUA : 2 
                                                          Planit Siam : 1 
                                                          From TV : 1     
                                                          British American : 1                                      
 
                                (   ) Others: Please specify : 4 – Watch Soundtrack movies                                             
                                                                             1 – Chat   
                                                                             1 – Practice speaking English with   
                                                                                   Thai friends 
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Section 3. The English curriculum of the Royal Thai Air Force Academy 
      
13.  What do you think about the English curriculum of the Royal Thai Air Force  
       Academy? You can choose more than one answer. 
 
      (   ) Too much information to cover : 5 
      (   ) Enough information : 11 
      (   ) Too little information : 9 
 
      (   ) Useful for everyday life : 20 
      (   ) Not useful for everyday life : 6 
 
      (   ) Useful for your career : 22 
      (   ) Not useful for your career : 2 
 
      (   ) Suitable for the air cadets : 16 
      (   ) Not suitable for the air cadets : 4 
 
      (   ) Cover all the skills: Listening, Speaking, Reading and Writing : 8 
      (   ) Not cover all the skills : 17 
 
      (   ) Up-to date : 9 
      (   ) Not up-to-date : 11 
 
      (   ) Others : 7   Please specify :………………………………. 
 
             2 – Better emphasize the speaking skill  
             1 – Better emphasize Conversations 
             1 – Should emphasize more 
             1 – Very little time given to English studying. Very few activities to give    
                   students opportunities to demonstrate or use English  
             1 – Not sure up-to-date or not because no info about English studying    
                   of other outside institutions 
             1 – Should emphasize speaking and listening. Too fewer classes. 
 
      (   ) No comment : 2  
 
Remarks : 1 – Chose both useful and not useful to career 
 
     14. How many periods do you study English per week? 
 
(   ) 1 period                 (   ) 2 periods : 7                (   ) 3 periods : 27 
 
(    ) 4 periods : 1         (   ) Others: Please specify ………………………………… 
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15.  At the Royal Thai Air Force Academy, you study English with ………………… 
 
      (   ) Thai instructors only : 2 
 
      (   ) Native speakers only: If possible, please indicate the nationality or  
             nationalities  
 
      (   ) Both Thai instructors and native speakers : 33 
  
If possible, please indicate the nationality or nationalities of the native speakers  
 
       USA. & AUS. 
 
16. What do you think about the English materials used in the academy? You can  
            choose more than one answer. 
 
The textbooks: 
 
(   ) Too difficult for the level of the air cadets : 4 ( 1 – sometimes ) 
(   ) Too easy for the level of the air cadets : 5 ( 1 – sometimes ) 
(   ) Appropriate for the level of the air cadets : 14 
 
(   ) Suitable for your field of study : 5 
(   ) Not suitable for your field of study : 8 ( 1 - Comment: Aviation concern   
                                                                             is preferable ) 
 
(   ) Too old / out-of-date : 12 
(   ) Up-to-date : 5 
 
(   ) Too many exercises : 3 
(   ) Need more exercises : 11 
 
(   ) Too much emphasis on grammatical points : 11 
(   ) Need more emphasis on grammatical points : 6 
 
(   ) Others: Please specify : 1 - Not Coherent 
                                             3 - Better emphasize Speaking 
        Total  9                        1 – Study just to pass the exam only   
                                             1 – Must consider the level of competence of each    
                                                   cadet 
                                             1 - Materials  should be bound for later use of   
                                                  cadets 
1- Interesting magazines should be incorporated in 
the learning and teaching sometimes 
1 – Students lack an interest in reading 
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Reading materials: (for example, English newspapers, magazines, references, etc.) 
 
(   ) Useful : 32 
(   ) Not useful 
 
(   ) Necessary : 34 
(   ) Not necessary 
 
(   ) Enough for the number of the air cadets : 6 
(   ) Not enough for the number of the air cadets : 19 
 
(   ) No reading materials are available : 2 
 
(   ) Others: Please specify : 1 – Very few materials (printed materials) to    
                                                    supplement the learning 
 
Printed materials: (for example, exam papers, materials distributed in class, etc.) 
 
(   ) Good quality : 12 
(   ) Need improvement : 9 
(   ) Appropriate : 11 
 
(   ) Others: please specify : 1- Improve the content 
        Total  6                        1 – Not clear enough, need improvement 
                                             2 – Materials should be bound 
                                             1 – Should have budget to support 
                                             1 – Should always be typed 
 
(   ) No comment. Please give the reason(s) : 1 
 
NO MARK: 1  
 
 
17.  How often are you assessed during a semester? 
 
(   ) Every class     (   ) Every month  : 3    
 
(   ) Mid-term and Final  : 31 
 
(   ) Only Final : 1 
 
(   ) Others: Please specify ……………………………………………………….. 
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18.  What kind of evaluation or examination would you prefer? You can choose more   
       than one answer. 
 
(   ) Multiple-choice exam: 20 
 
(   ) Written exam : 20 
 
            (   ) Oral exam : 22                     
 
(   ) Others: : 1 
                     
                   Please specify : 2 – Listening Test 
               2 – Everything altogether 
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     Section 4. Attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the academy 
 
19.  Do you like to study English? 
 
(   ) No.  : 12                                                         (   ) Yes. : 22 
 
Remarks: 1 – Like very much 
 
Please choose the reason(s) from the list given below. You can choose more than 
one answer. 
 
If ‘No’                                                            If ‘Yes’ 
 
(   ) Inadequacy of                                         (   ) Good background knowledge : 10  
      background knowledge: 11                       
 
(   ) Received unsatisfactory grades: 5          (   ) Received satisfactory grades : 9 
 
(   ) English is not useful to career or             (   ) English is useful to career or    
      everyday life                                                     everyday life : 19 
 
(   ) Bad impression with instructors : 3         (   ) Good impression with                 
                                                                                 instructors : 14 
 
(   ) Difficult to understand : 6                        (   ) Easy to understand : 6 
 
(   ) Boring subject  : 5                                    (   ) Interesting subject : 20 
 
(   ) Others: Please specify  : 1                        (   ) Others: Please specify : 3  
 
1 – Teachers are kind, but students lack            1 - Want to improve skills    
       interest                                                            1 – All technologies need   
                                                                                       English language 
                                                                                1 – Want to be better                                   
        
                                                                                 
    
  Remarks : 2 – Answer ‘Yes’ but because Inadequacy of knowledge           . 
                     1 - Answer ‘Yes’ but because 1, 2 & 5 of left column and some in   
                           right column  
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20. What do you think about the time given to the English classes at the academy? 
 
      (   ) Too much : 4           (   ) Too little : 18          (   ) Appropriate : 10 
       
      (   ) Others :  2  Please specify: ………………………….. 
 
                         : 1        -- 
                         : 1 – Study just to pass the exam 
                         : 1 – Should spend valuable time to study 
                         : 1 – English should be used in group discussions in yearly   
                                 seminar of the 5th year cadets 
                         : 1 – Given a lot of time, but not that efficient 
 
     NO MARK: 1 
 
21. What do you think about the English classrooms in the academy?  
 
(   ) Noisy: Please give the reason(s) : 1 – Noisy surroundings 
(   ) Quiet : 5 
 
(   ) Too dark : 15 
(   ) Have enough light : 5 
                                                                                          
(   ) Too hot     : 1                                          
(   ) Too cold   : 10                                         
(   ) Appropriate : 11 
 
(   ) Need more teaching aids: (for example, TV, video, cassette player, overhead  
       projector, etc.) : 17 
(   ) Have enough teaching aids : 4 
 
(   ) Others: 10  Please specify: ……………………………….  
 
       4 – Stuffy and need more white board markers 
       1 – Cleanliness is required 
             1 – Every class is taught in the lab. Only listening class should be   
                   taught in the lab 
       1 – Should add more Listening and conversations in the lab 
       1 – Outside classroom activities should be arranged 
       1 – Afraid to speak 
       1 – There are teaching aids. Please use them. 
 
Remarks: 2 – Leave it blank 
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22.  Would you prefer a small or a big class in studying English in the academy? 
 
(   ) Small : 17             (   ) Big : 5                   (   ) No comment : 12                                                                   
 
Please give the reason(s) : 1 Small – Sit and discuss within a group 
                                           2 Small – Suitable for the number of the cadets 
                                           1 Small – Every cadet receives knowledge equally  
                                           2 Small – Closed to teachers 
                                           1 Small – Teachers can handle the class equally 
 
                                           1 Big – Good ventilation  
 
                                           1 No comment – Suitable as it is 
                                           1 No comment – Depend on the number of cadets   
                                                                  
NO MARK: 1 
 
23.  Please indicate the teaching styles of your current instructors at the academy? You 
can choose more than one answer. 
 
(   ) Follow the textbooks only : 7  ( 1: some teachers ) 
(   ) Bring in other materials or external readings :25 ( 1: some teachers ) 
(   ) No textbook is used : 5 
 
(   ) Use a lot of activities to supplement the teachings : 9 
(   ) No activity is included : 8 
 
(   ) Speak English in class all the time : 4 
(   ) Speak Thai in class all the time : 2 
(   ) Speak both English and Thai in class : 23 
 
(   ) Teacher-centered (instructors talk most of the time) : 9 
(   ) Student-centered  :5 
 
(   ) Others: Please specify : 1 – The content not coherent 
                                             1 – No language skill practice outside classroom 
                                             1 – Too many items on the exam 
                                             1 – Students always quiet in class  
                                             1 – Depend on teachers 
 
Remarks: 1 - Leave it blank 
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24. Concerning the teaching and learning of English in the academy, please rate     
the importance of  each skill based on your opinion. Please put the    in the space 
provided under the column that best suits your opinion. 
 
 
Degree: Very important   Important   Neutral   Less important   Very little important   Unimportant 
 
Skill: 
 
Listening  : 27………       : 7………     : 1……        …………             ………                  ……… 
 
Speaking  : 29………       : 5……         : 1……..       …………            ………                    …… 
 
Reading    : 22..…….        : 10………   : 3……     …………             …………                   ……… 
 
Writing     : 20………       :11……        : 4……      ..……….              .………                    ……… 
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Section 5. Motivation for studying English in the academy    
 
 
For items no.25-30:  Please rate the following items that best suit your opinion. 
 
             Statement                                      Strongly  Agree  Neutral  Disagree  Strongly             
 
                                                                       agree                                                 disagree                  
 
 
 
25. You study English only because it is        3               8           11              9                4 
       a compulsory course in the curriculum. 
 
26. You would like to continue your              18             9             5            1                  2 
       studying in the country or abroad. 
 
27. You would like to be able to                    23             7             4            1                  0 
       understand English newspapers,              
       textbooks, magazines, movies,  
       songs, etc.  
 
28. You are proud to be able to                      19              7             7           1                   1 
      communicate in English well.         
 
29. English is important for your career.       30              3             2           0                    0 
 
30. If you can choose, you would like to       27              7             1           0                    0 
      study English. 
 
Please feel free to comment on the teaching and learning of English in the Royal Thai 
Air Force Academy:  18 
 
1 – Start with Speaking & Emphasize The Natural Approach ( Like learning Thai ) 
 
2– Now, suitable for air cadets. All instructors take care of students very well. It’s    
      good to have both Thai and English teachers. It will be better if more classes   
      with native English teachers are provided. 
 
1 – Should add Everyday English more  
      Every subject should be taught in English 
 
2–Every teacher is capable of teaching and is willing to teach 
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2 – Overall is good: Teachers willing to teach 
      Weak points:  Boring subject, lack of motivation to study 
       In fact, the most important thing is it depends upon the cadets themselves 
 
1 – There are labs but 3rd, 4th and 5th year cadets seldom use the lab. May be they   
      are out of order. 
 
1 – Each cadet has different level of competence. So, should consider this point and   
      improve the cadet individually. 
 
1 – Very good 
 
1 – Some teachers bored the students; some are very good at teaching 
 
1 – Students are afraid to make mistakes and outside classroom teaching is   
      encouraged 
 
1 – English is not used in everyday life. So, it is easy to forget. 
 
1 – Students are inactive because of many reasons. Some became an Anti-English   
      Language learners. Exams are based on rote memory only. 
 
1 – The content is not suitable for current education. Not useful much in real life. 
       Should emphasize Listening, Speaking, Reading and Writing—not changed or   
       vary to please teachers. 
 
1 – At present, it’s good but should add English for communication to be able to use   
      in real life. 
 
1 – Students lack motivation. Just want to pass the exam or get good grades. Only    
      Pass/Fail should be used. Courses and Levels should be used instead. 
 
 
 
Please spend some time to answer the following questions. 
 
 
1.  Were the instructions clear and easy to follow? 
 
(   ) Yes   : 33         
 
(   ) No. Please give the reason(s) : 1………………………… 
 
            NO MARK : 1 
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2.  Were any of the questions unclear or ambiguous? 
 
(   ) Yes. Please specify : 1 
                                         1 – Can’t explain the real situation 
 
(   ) No     : 31 
 
NO MARK: 2 
 
3.  Were you able to answer all the questions? 
 
(   ) Yes    : 31 
                    
(   ) No.     : 3          Please give the reasons : 1- Not understand some questions 
 
NO MARK : 1 
 
      4.  Did you object to answering any of the questions? 
 
(   ) Yes. Please specify : 1- May affect some teachers 
                                         5 
        Total  7 
                                         1 – For some types of questions, the choice ‘Strongly   
                                               Agree’ is not necessary. Only Agree, Not Agree and   
                                               Neutral are enough 
(   ) No      : 27 
 
            NO MARK : 1 
 
      5.  Did you find any of the questions embarrassing, irrelevant, or irritating? 
 
(   ) Yes. Please specify : 2……………………………………………… 
 
(   ) No       : 32             
 
            NO MARK : 1 
 
      6.  In your point of view, are there any important or concerned issues omitted? 
 
(   ) Yes. Please specify : 1 – personality of the respondents 
                                         1 – free time for self-studying 
        Total  4                    1 – aptitude in language learning and in maths 
                                         1 – the exams are out-of-date 
(   ) No       : 27 
 
            NO MARK : 4 
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7.  Was the layout of the questionnaires clear? 
 
(   ) Yes       : 32 
 
(   ) No. Please specify …………………………………………………… 
          
            NO MARK : 3             
 
8.  How long did it take you to complete the questionnaires? 
 
(   ) Less than 15 minutes : 15               (   ) Approximately 16-30 minutes : 15 
 
(   ) Approximately 31-45 minutes : 1    
 
(   ) Others: Please specify : 1 – Less than 10 minutes 
 
NO MARK : 3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR KIND COOPERATION 
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APPENDIX 21 
Main Questionnaire  
 
 
The Influences on the Teaching and Learning of English 
 
 In the Royal Thai Air Force Academy 
 
 
 
Instructions to complete the questionnaire: 
 
1. The questionnaire investigates the influences on the teaching and learning of English in       
    the Royal Thai Air force Academy. 
 
2. This questionnaire is divided into five sections and the total number of the questions is   
    clusters of 40 items as follows: 
 
• Section 1. Personal information  
 
• Section 2. English educational background  
 
• Section 3. The English curriculum of the Royal Thai Air Force Academy 
 
• Section 4. Attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the    
                       academy 
 
• Section 5. Motivation for studying English in the academy 
 
3. Please place a tick    in the  (   )  or in the space provided  that best suits your opinion    
    or complete each question as requested. 
 
 
 
THANK YOU VERY MUCH IN ADVANCE FOR YOUR COOPERATION 
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Name ( Optional ):……………………………………. 
 
Section 1. Personal information  
 
1. Which year class are you in at this moment? 
 
(   ) 1st year     (   ) 2nd year     (   ) 3rd year     (   ) 4th year     (   ) 5th year      
 
(   ) Others: Please specify (for example, just graduated) ……………… 
 
 
2. Please indicate your age: 
 
(   ) 16-17 years         (   ) 18-19 years         (   ) 20-21 years         (   ) 22-23 years 
     
(   ) Others: Please specify ……………… 
 
 
3. What is your section or major field of study?  
 
3a. For the 1st  year cadets, Please put a tick    in the (   ) to indicate your  
      section. 
 
      (   ) Section 1 
      (   ) Section 2 
      (   ) Section 3 
      (   ) Section 4 
      (   ) Section 5 
      (   ) Section 6 
      (   ) Others: Please specify …………… 
 
3b. For the 2nd - 5th year cadets, Please put a tick   in the (   ) to indicate your   
      major field of study. 
 
      (   ) Aeronautical Engineering 
      (   ) Civil Engineering 
      (   ) Computer Engineering 
      (   ) Computer Science 
      (   ) Electrical Engineering 
      (   ) Industrial Engineering 
      (   ) Material Science 
      (   ) Mechanical Engineering 
      (   ) Others: Please specify ………………  
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4.   Where is your hometown?  
 
      (   ) Bangkok                                   (   ) Others: Please specify …………………… 
  
 
5. Do you have parents, brothers and sisters or relatives who speak English as a 
native language? 
 
      5a. (   ) No                               (   ) Yes 
 
      5b. If you answer ‘Yes’, Do you speak English to him, her or them? 
 
            (   ) No                               (   ) Yes. Please give details if possible ………….. 
                                                         
                                                              ………………………………………………. 
   
 
6. Which foreign language did you start to learn first? 
 
      (   ) Arabic         (   ) Cambodian         (   ) Chinese         (   ) English          
 
      (   ) Laos            (   ) Malaysian           (   ) Others: Please specify ……………… 
                                                                                                     
                                                                         ………………………………………. 
 
                                                
7. What type of dictionaries do you usually use in studying English? You may 
 
            choose more than one answer.                         
 
     (   ) English-Thai Dictionary            (   ) English-English Dictionary 
 
     (   ) Thai-English Dictionary            (   ) Others: Please specify ……………… 
 
     (   ) No dictionary is used. Please give the reason/s ………………………….. 
 
           …………………………………………………………………………….. 
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Section 2. English educational background  
 
 
8.   In which classes did you learn English? Please place a tick    in the (   ). 
 
      (   ) Birth to Pre-kindergarten                    (   ) Kindergarten 
 
      (   ) Year 1                                                 (   ) Year 2                     
 
      (   ) Year 3                                                 (   ) Year 4 
 
      (   ) Year 5                                                 (   ) Year 6 
 
      (   ) Year 7                                                 (   ) Year 8 
 
      (   ) Year 9                                                 (   ) Year 10                   
 
      (   ) Others: Please specify …………………………… 
 
9. Before attending the Royal Thai Air Force Academy, have you had a chance to    
    study English with native English instructors? 
 
    9a. (   ) No      (   ) Yes. Please give details (for example: high schools, etc.) .………….. 
 
                               …………………………………………………………………. 
 
    9b. If you answer ‘Yes’. Which of the followings would you prefer? 
 
       Please place a tick    in the (   ) and if possible, please give the reason/s to   
       support your answer. 
 
       (   ) To study English with Thai instructors only because …………………… 
 
              ……………………………………………………………………………. 
 
       (   ) To study English with native English instructors only because ………... 
 
              ……………………………………………………………………………. 
 
       (   ) To study English with both Thai and native English instructors because   
 
              ……………………………………………………………………………. 
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10. Have you had a chance to study abroad where English is the main language of study? 
 
(   ) No           (   ) Yes. Please indicate each country  ……………………………... 
 
                             ………………………………………………………………....... 
                                           
11. Have you had a chance to participate in any activities relating to the English     
language? 
 
      (   ) No           (   ) Yes. Please give details (for example: joining the English Club)       . 
                                    
                             ………………………………………………………………….. 
 
                             ………………………………………………………………….. 
 
                             ………………………………………………………………….. 
 
 
12. What is the average grade you have received for the subject of the English language 
while at the RTAFA?  
 
(For the first year cadets, please give your average grade at the Armed Forces 
Academies Preparatory School.) 
 
 
(   ) A       (   ) B+       (   ) B       (   ) C+       (   ) C       (   ) D+       (   ) D       (   ) F 
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13. Have you had any opportunities to improve your English outside the RTAFA   
      classroom? 
 
(   ) No            
 
(   ) Yes. Please choose from the following list the most valuable help. 
        
 
                   (   ) Reading English newspapers or magazines  
                           
                          If possible, please give the name/s of the English newspapers or 
                           
                          magazines ………………………………………………………                 
 
                   (   ) Listening to English radio broadcast such as news or other    
                          English programs 
 
                   (   ) Watching English television programs 
 
                   (   ) Watching English soundtrack movies 
 
                   (   ) English computer games, web sites, etc. 
 
                   (   ) Practising English speaking skills with native English speakers,   
                          foreigners or Thai friends      
                   
                   (   ) Writing letters or sending e-mails to foreign or Thai friends in    
                          English 
 
                               (   ) Attending English classes: If possible , please give details ……… 
                                                              
                                      ……………………………………………………………………. 
 
                                      ……………………………………………………………………. 
 
                               (   ) Others: Please specify ……………………………………………. 
                                                              
                                      ……………………………………………………………………. 
 
                                      ……………………………………………………………………. 
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Section 3. The English curriculum of the Royal Thai Air Force Academy 
      
14. What do you think about the English curriculum of the Royal Thai Air Force  
      Academy?  
 
                                       Statement                                                If possible,   
                                                                                Please explain and give some examples     
    
      14a. (   ) Too much information to cover    ……………………………………….. 
              (   ) Enough information                      ………………………………………. 
              (   ) Too little information                    ………………………………………. 
 
      14b. (   ) Useful for everyday life                ………………………………………. 
              (   ) Not useful for everyday life          ………………………………………. 
 
      14c. (   ) Useful for my career                     ………………………………………. 
              (   ) Not useful for my career               ………………………………………. 
 
      14d. (   ) Suitable for the air cadets             ………………………………………. 
              (   ) Not suitable for the air cadets      ………………………………………. 
 
      14e. (   ) Covers all the skills: Listening,  
                    Speaking, Reading and Writing    ……………………………………… 
              (   ) Does not cover all the skills  
                     I need to have                               ………………………………………          
. 
      14f. (   ) Up-to date                                     ……………………………………… 
             (   ) Not up-to-date                               ……………………………………… 
 
      14g. (   ) Others: Please specify ………………………………………………….. 
              
 
15. How many periods do you study English per week? 
 
(   ) 1 period          (   ) 2 periods          (   ) 3 periods          (   ) 4 periods                                  
 
(   ) Others: Please specify ……………… 
 
16. At the Royal Thai Air Force Academy, you study English with ……………… 
 
      (   ) Thai instructors only 
 
      (   ) Native English instructors only 
 
      (   ) Both Thai and native English instructors 
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17. What do you think about the English materials used in the RTAFA?  
 
The textbooks: 
 
17a. (   ) Too difficult for the level of the air cadets 
  (   ) Too easy for the level of the air cadets 
  (   ) Appropriate for the level of the air cadets 
 
      17b. (   ) Suitable for my field of study 
  (   ) Not suitable for my field of study 
 
      17c. (   ) Too old / out-of-date 
  (   ) Up-to-date 
 
      17d. (   ) Too many exercises 
  (   ) Need more exercises 
 
      17e. (   ) Too much emphasis on grammatical points 
  (   ) Need more emphasis on grammatical points 
 
      17f. (   ) Others: Please specify ………………………………………………………. 
 
Reading materials: (for example, English newspapers, magazines, references, etc.) 
 
      17g. (   ) Useful: Please give some examples ………………………………………… 
  (   ) Not useful 
 
      17h. (   ) Necessary 
  (   ) Not necessary 
 
      17i. (   ) Enough for the number of the air cadets 
 (   ) Not enough for the number of the air cadets 
 (   ) No reading materials are available 
 
      17j. (   ) Others: Please specify ……………………………………………………….. 
 
Printed materials: (for example, exam papers, materials distributed in class, etc.) 
 
      17k. (   ) Good quality 
  (   ) Need improvement 
  (   ) Appropriate 
 
      17l. (   ) Others: please specify ……………………………………………………….. 
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18. How often are you assessed during a semester? 
 
(   ) Every class                                    (   ) Every month 
 
(   ) Mid-term and Final                       (   ) Only Final  
 
(   ) Others: Please specify ………………………………………………………. 
 
19. What kind of evaluation or examination would you prefer? You can choose more     
      than one answer. 
 
(   ) Multiple-choice exam                   (   ) Written exam  
 
(   ) Oral exam                                     (   ) Short answer exam 
 
(   ) Essay                                             (   ) Group project 
 
(   ) Others: Please specify ……………………………………………………….. 
 
       ……………………………………………………………………………….. 
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Section 4. Attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA 
 
20. Do you like to study English? 
 
(   ) No                                   (   ) Neutral                                   (   ) Yes 
 
21. Given your response to question 20, please choose between each pair of options to   
      show your views about probable reasons. 
 
21a. (   ) Inadequacy of background knowledge   
        (   ) Good background knowledge 
 
21b. (   ) Received unsatisfactory grades  
        (   ) Received satisfactory grades 
 
21c. (   ) English is not useful to my career or everyday life           
        (   ) English is useful to my career or everyday life                                               
 
21d. (   ) Do not like the teaching styles of instructors         
        (   ) Like the teaching styles of instructors                                                       
 
21e. (   ) Difficult to understand 
        (   ) Easy to understand 
 
21f. (   ) Boring subject 
       (   ) Interesting subject 
 
21g. (   ) Others: Please specify………………………….………………………… 
         
        ……………………………………………………………………………….. 
 
        ……………………………………………………………………………….. 
 
22. What do you think about the time given to the English classes at the academy? 
 
      (   ) Too much: Please give the reason/s ………………………………………….. 
 
             ………………………………………………………………………………...                          
 
      (   ) Appropriate 
       
      (   ) Too little: Please give the reason/s …………………………………………… 
 
             ………………………………………………………………………………… 
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23. What do you think about the English classroom environment in the RTAFA?  
 
 23a. (   ) Noisy: Please give the reason/s ………………………………….. 
         (   ) Quiet 
 
 23b. (   ) Too dark 
         (   ) Have enough light 
                                                                                          
 23c. (   ) Too hot                                               
         (   ) Too cold                                             
         (   ) Appropriate temperature 
 
 23d. (   ) Need more teaching aids: (for example, TV, video, cassette player,    
               overhead projector, etc.) 
         (   ) Have enough teaching aids 
 
 23e. (   ) Others: Please specify ……………………………………………….   
 
               .……………………………………………………………………… 
 
               ………………………………………………………………………. 
 
 
24. How many students would you prefer in each class while you are studying    
      English in the RTAFA? 
 
                                                                                             Please give the reason/s 
 
(   ) No more than 10 students                                       ……………………………. 
 
(   ) 11-20 students                                                         …………………………… 
 
(   ) 21-30 students                                                         …………………………… 
 
(   ) No preference about the number of students          ……………………………. 
 
(   ) Others: Please specify an appropriate number of students ……………………. 
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25. Please indicate the teaching styles of your current instructors at the RTAFA 
       
25a. (   ) Follow the textbooks only 
        (   ) Bring in other materials or external readings 
        (   ) No textbook is used 
 
25b. (   ) Use activities to supplement the teachings 
        (   ) No activity is included 
 
25c. (   ) Speak English in class all the time 
        (   ) Speak Thai in class all the time 
        (   ) Speak both English and Thai in class 
 
25d. (   ) Teacher-centered (instructors talk most of the time) 
        (   ) Student-centered ( students are involved in class activities)  
 
25e. (   ) Others: Please specify …………………………………………….. 
 
              …………………………………………………………………….. 
 
26. Concerning the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA, please rate the    
             importance of  each skill based on your opinion.  
 
            Please place a tick     in the space provided under the column that best suits    
            your opinion. 
 
 
Degree:       Very important       Important       Neutral       Of little importance       Not important 
 
Skill: 
 
26a. Listening  ………                 ………         ………                 ………                        ……… 
 
26b. Speaking  ………                  ………        ………                 ………                        ………   
 
26c. Reading    ………                  ………        ………                 ………                        ………  
 
26d. Writing     ………                  ………        ………                 ………                        ……… 
 
26e. Conversational  
        English     ………                  ………        ………                  ………                        ……… 
 
26f. Critical 
       Thinking   ………                  ………        ………                  ………                        ……… 
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Section 5. Motivation for studying English in the RTAFA    
 
For items no.27-32:  Please circle the category that reflects your opinion of the reason/s 
why you study English at the RTAFA. 
 
 
27. You study English only because it is a compulsory course in the curriculum. 
 
 
                                                          Strongly          Agree          Neutral          Disagree          Strongly  
                                                            Agree                                                                                Disagree 
                                                    
 
28. You would like to continue your study in the country or abroad where the use of   
      English is necessary. 
 
 
                                                Strongly          Agree          Neutral          Disagree          Strongly  
                                                            Agree                                                                                Disagree 
 
 
29. You would like to be able to understand English newspapers, textbooks, magazines,   
      movies, songs, etc.  
 
                                                 
                                              Strongly          Agree          Neutral          Disagree          Strongly  
                                                          Agree                                                                                Disagree 
 
 
30. You are proud to be able to communicate in English well.     
 
 
                                               Strongly          Agree          Neutral          Disagree          Strongly  
                                                           Agree                                                                                Disagree 
  
 
31. English is important for your career. 
 
 
                                                Strongly          Agree          Neutral          Disagree          Strongly  
                                                            Agree                                                                                Disagree 
 
 
32. If you could choose, you still would like to study English. 
 
 
                                                Strongly          Agree          Neutral          Disagree          Strongly  
                                                            Agree                                                                                Disagree 
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Please feel free to make any further comments on the teaching and learning of English 
in the Royal Thai Air Force Academy: 
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________ 
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
 
Please spend a little more time and answer the following questions in relation to this 
questionnaire. 
 
33. Were the instructions clear and easy to follow? 
 
(   ) Yes                      
 
(   ) No. Please give the reason/s ………………………………………………. 
 
34. Were any of the questions unclear or ambiguous? 
 
(   ) Yes. Please specify the question number/s …………………………………. 
                
(   ) No 
 
35. Were you able to answer all the questions? 
 
(   ) Yes    
                    
(   ) No. Please give the question number/s and the reason/s why           
        
                           Question Number/s                   Reason/s 
                            ………………….                     ……………………………… 
                            ………………….                     ……………………………… 
                            ………………….                     ……………………………… 
                            ………………….                     ……………………………… 
                            ………………….                     ……………………………… 
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36. Did you object to answering any of the questions? 
 
(   ) Yes. Please give the question number/s and the reason/s why  
        
                            Question Number/s                   Reason/s 
                            ………………….                     ……………………………… 
                            ………………….                     ……………………………… 
                            ………………….                     ……………………………… 
                            ………………….                     ……………………………… 
                            ………………….                     ……………………………… 
 
(   ) No 
 
37. Did you find any of the questions irrelevant? 
 
(   ) Yes. Please specify the question number/s ……………………………….. 
 
(   ) No 
 
      38. In your point of view, are there any important issues omitted? 
 
(   ) Yes. Please specify ……………………………………………….. 
 
       ……………………………………………………………………. 
 
(   ) No 
       
39. Was the layout of the questionnaire clear? 
 
(   ) Yes 
 
(   ) No. Please specify …………………………………………………… 
 
       
40. How long did it take you to complete the questionnaire? 
 
(   ) Less than 15 minutes                      (   ) Approximately 16-30 minutes 
 
(   ) Approximately 31-45 minutes        (   ) Others: Please specify ……………… 
 
 
 
 
THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR KIND COOPERATION 
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APPENDIX 22 
Coding of the Main Questionnaire 
 
 
The Influences on the Teaching and Learning of English 
 
 In the Royal Thai Air Force Academy 
 
 
Instructions to complete the questionnaire: 
 
1.   The questionnaire investigates the influences on the teaching and learning of English    
      in the Royal Thai Air force Academy. 
 
2. This questionnaire is divided into five sections and the total number of the questions is   
      clusters of 40 items as follows: 
 
• Section 1. Personal information  
 
• Section 2. English educational background  
 
• Section 3. The English curriculum of the Royal Thai Air Force Academy 
 
• Section 4. Attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the      
                       academy 
 
• Section 5. Motivation for studying English in the academy 
 
3. Please place a tick    in the  (   )  or in the space provided  that best suits your opinion 
or complete each question as requested. 
 
 
 
THANK YOU VERY MUCH IN ADVANCE FOR YOUR COOPERATION 
 
 
Coding = Pink 
 
Renumber and Recode = Blue 
 
Skipped and Put in Category Questions = Brown 
 
The First, Second, Third and Fourth Analyses (cu 01-20, en 01-21, mo 01-06, ev 01-07) 
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Section 1 & 2 are considered category questions 
 
 
Name ( Optional ):………………………….  
 
Section 1. Personal information  
 
1.   Which year class are you in at this moment?     1/  1  2  3  4  5  6 
                 1                              2                                     3                                4                                   5 
(   ) 1st year     (   ) 2nd year     (   ) 3rd year     (   ) 4th year     (   ) 5th year      
             6 
(   ) Others: Please specify (for example, just graduated) ……………… 
 
 
2. Please indicate your age:         2/   1  2  3  4  5   
                 1                                                  2                                                 3                                                 4 
(   ) 16-17 years         (   ) 18-19 years         (   ) 20-21 years         (   ) 22-23 years 
                 5 
(   ) Others: Please specify ……………… 
 
 
3. What is your section or major field of study?    
3a. For the 1st  year cadets, Please put a tick    in the (   ) to indicate your  
            section.              3/   0  1  2  3  4  5  6  7    ( “0” for 2nd to 5th year cadets) 
 
      (   ) Section 1            1 
      (   ) Section 2            2 
      (   ) Section 3            3 
      (   ) Section 4            4 
      (   ) Section 5            5 
      (   ) Section 6            6 
      (   ) Others: Please specify ……7…… 
 
 
3b. For the 2nd - 5th year cadets, Please put a tick   in the (   ) to indicate your   
      major field of study.   4/   0  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  (“0” for 1st year cadets) 
 
     (   ) Aeronautical Engineering     1 
     (   ) Civil Engineering                  2 
     (   ) Computer Engineering          3 
     (   ) Computer Science                 4 
     (   ) Electrical Engineering           5 
     (   ) Industrial Engineering           6 
     (   ) Material Science                    7 
     (   ) Mechanical Engineering        8 
     (   ) Others: Please specify ……...9……  
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4. Where is your hometown?        5/   1  2 
                   1                                                                                2 
(   ) Bangkok                                   (   ) Others: Please specify …………………… 
  
5. Do you have parents, brothers and sisters or relatives who speak English as a native 
language?               
                    1                                                               2 
5a. (   ) No                               (   ) Yes               6/   1  2 
 
5b. If you answer ‘Yes’, Do you speak English to him, her or them?      7/   1  2 
              1                                                               2 
      (   ) No                               (   ) Yes. Please give details if possible ………….. 
                                                         
                                                        ………………………………………………. 
   
 
6. Which foreign language did you start to learn first?    8/   1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
                 1                                             2                                              3                                      4 
(   ) Arabic         (   ) Cambodian         (   ) Chinese         (   ) English          
               5                                            6                                            7 
(   ) Laos            (   ) Malaysian           (   ) Others: Please specify ……………… 
                                                                                                     
                                                                   ………………………………………. 
 
                                                
7. What type of dictionaries do you usually use in studying English? You may 
 
      choose more than one answer.                         
                      9/   0    1                                                                             10/    0    1 
(   ) English-Thai Dictionary            (   ) English-English Dictionary 
                    11/  0    1                                                                              12/   0    1 
(   ) Thai-English Dictionary            (   ) Others: Please specify ……………… 
                     13/   0    1 
(   ) No dictionary is used. Please give the reason(s) ………………………….. 
 
       …………………………………………………………………………….. 
 
             (  “0” = No;   “1” = Yes ) 
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Section 2. English educational background  
 
 
8. In which classes did you learn English? Please place a tick    in the (   ). 
                               14 A /   0    1                                                                         15 B /   0    1 
      (   ) Birth to Pre-kindergarten                    (   ) Kindergarten 
16 C /  0    1                                                                               17 D /  0    1 
      (   ) Year 1                                                 (   ) Year 2                     
                        18 E /  0    1                                                                                 19 F /  0   1                                                    
      (   ) Year 3                                                 (   ) Year 4 
                       20 G /  0   1                                                                                   21 H /  0   1                                            
      (   ) Year 5                                                 (   ) Year 6 
     22 I /  0   1                                                                                    23 J /  0   1 
      (   ) Year 7                                                 (   ) Year 8 
                       24 K /  0   1                                                                                  25 L /  0   1 
      (   ) Year 9                                                 (   ) Year 10                   
                        26 M /  0   1 
      (   ) Others: Please specify …………………………… 
 
9. Before attending the Royal Thai Air Force Academy, have you had a chance to    
    study English with native English instructors? 
                0                            1    
    9a. (   ) No      (   ) Yes. Please give details (for example: high schools, etc.) .……. 
27/    0    1 
                               …………………………………………………………………. 
 
    9b. If you answer ‘Yes’. Which of the followings would you prefer?   28/    0   1   2   3 
 
       Please place a tick    in the (   ) and if possible, please give the reason/s to   
       support your answer. 
                                                                1 
       (   ) To study English with Thai instructors only because …………………… 
 
              ……………………………………………………………………………. 
                                                                  2 
       (   ) To study English with native English instructors only because ………... 
 
              ……………………………………………………………………………. 
                                                                3 
       (   ) To study English with both Thai and native English instructors because   
 
              ……………………………………………………………………………. 
 
                             (   ;     =  3    )       ( “ 0 ”  for those who answer “ No ” in 9a. and mark nothing in 9b. ) 
 
10.  Have you had a chance to study abroad where English is the main language of study?           
          29/   0    1 
                              0                                  1 
(   ) No           (   ) Yes. Please indicate each country  ……………………………... 
 
                             ………………………………………………………………...... 
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11. Have you had a chance to participate in any activities relating to the English     
language?        30/    0    1 
 
                     0                                  1 
      (   ) No           (   ) Yes. Please give details (for example: joining the English 
                                    
                                   Club) …………………………………………………….. 
                                    
                             …………………………………………………………… 
 
                             …………………………………………………………… 
 
                             …………………………………………………………… 
 
 
 
12. What is the average grade you have received for the subject of the English language 
while at the RTAFA?      31/  0   1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
 
(For the first year cadets, please give your average grade at the Armed Forces 
Academies Preparatory School.) 
 
 
           7                       6                         5                        4                        3                       2                          1                      0 
(   ) A       (   ) B+       (   ) B       (   ) C+       (   ) C       (   ) D+       (   ) D       (   ) F 
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13. Have you had any opportunities to improve your English outside the RTAFA   
      classroom?                  32/  0   1 
                     
(   ) No     0       
 
(   ) Yes. Please choose from the following list the most valuable help.  1 
    
  33/    1   2  3   4   5   6   7   8   9        
                                                                                          1 
                   (   ) Reading English newspapers or magazines  
                           
                          If possible, please give the name/s of the English newspapers or 
                           
                          magazines ………………………………………………………                 
                                                                                           2 
                   (   ) Listening to English radio broadcast such as news or other    
                          English programs 
                                                                                         3 
                   (   ) Watching English television programs 
                                                                                           4 
                   (   ) Watching English soundtrack movies 
                                                                                           5 
                   (   ) English computer games, web sites, etc. 
                                                                                           6 
                   (   ) Practising English speaking skills with native English speakers,   
                          foreigners or Thai friends      
                                                                                 7 
                   (   ) Writing letters or sending e-mails to foreign or Thai friends in    
                          English 
                                                                                          8 
                               (   ) Attending English classes: If possible , please give details ……… 
                                                              
                                      ……………………………………………………………………. 
 
                                      ……………………………………………………………………. 
                                                                                     9 
                               (   ) Others: Please specify ……………………………………………. 
                                                              
                                      ……………………………………………………………………. 
 
                                      ……………………………………………………………………. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Page A6 
 367 
Section 3. The English curriculum of the Royal Thai Air Force Academy 
      
14. What do you think about the English curriculum of the Royal Thai Air Force  
            Academy?          (The First Analysis: cu 01 – cu 20) 
        
 
                                       Statement                                                If possible,   
                                                                                Please explain and give some examples     
                    1)                    34/  1   2   3     cu 01      
      14a. (   ) Too much information to cover    …………1    =     0 
              (   ) Enough information                      …………2    =     1 
              (   ) Too little information                    …………3    =     0    (Query Recode) 
            2)                      35/  1   2        cu 02      
      14b. (   ) Useful for everyday life                …………1 
              (   ) Not useful for everyday life          …………2    =      0 
            3)                      36/  1   2        cu 03 
      14c. (   ) Useful for my career                     ……………1        
              (   ) Not useful for my career               ……………2    =    0 
             4)                     37/  1   2        cu 04 
      14d. (   ) Suitable for the air cadets             ……………1 
              (   ) Not suitable for the air cadets      ……………2     =    0 
             5)                     38/   1   2       cu 05 
      14e. (   ) Covers all the skills: Listening,  
                    Speaking, Reading and Writing    ……………1 
              (   ) Does not cover all the skills  
                     I need to have                               ……………2     =    0          .                                               
         6)                     39/   1   2     cu 06 
      14f. (   ) Up-to date                                     ……………1 
             (   ) Not up-to-date                               ……………2     =    0                                  
           Skipped              40/   0   1 
      14g. (   ) Others: Please specify ………………0…1…………………………….. 
              
  7)            cu 07         
15. How many periods do you study English per week?    41/  1  2  3  4  5 
                          1                                           2                                                 3                                            4 
(   ) 1 period          (   ) 2 periods          (   ) 3 periods          (   ) 4 periods                                  
                  5 
(   ) Others: Please specify ……………… 
 
 
Skipped & Put in Category Questions 
16. At the Royal Thai Air Force Academy, you study English with …42/..1.. 2..3…… 
 
      (   ) Thai instructors only           1 
 
      (   ) Native English instructors only       2 
 
      (   ) Both Thai and native English instructors    3 
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17. What do you think about the English materials used in the RTAFA?  
 
The textbooks: 
   8)                    cu 08                
17a. (   ) Too difficult for the level of the air cadets         1 = 0                        43/ 1  2  3 
  (   ) Too easy for the level of the air cadets                2  = 0 
  (   ) Appropriate for the level of the air cadets            3  = 1 
            9)                     cu 09 
      17b. (   ) Suitable for my field of study                             1                         44/ 1  2 
  (   ) Not suitable for my field of study                       2  =  0 
           10)                    cu 10 
      17c. (   ) Too old / out-of-date                                           1  = 0                       45/ 1  2 
  (   ) Up-to-date                                                           2   =  1 
 
Skipped 
      17d. (   ) Too many exercises                                             1                         46/ 1  2 
  (   ) Need more exercises                                                               2 
Skipped 
      17e. (   ) Too much emphasis on grammatical points       1                         47/ 1  2 
  (   ) Need more emphasis on grammatical points      2 
Skipped 
      17f. (   ) Others: Please specify ………0……1……….…….                            48/ 0  1 
 
Reading materials: (for example, English newspapers, magazines, references, etc.) 
            11)                    cu 11 
      17g. (   ) Useful: Please give some examples …………   1                         49/ 1  2 
  (   ) Not useful                                                              2  =   0 
            12)                    cu 12 
      17h. (   ) Necessary                                                            1                        50/ 1  2 
  (   ) Not necessary                                                                                2   =   0 
            13)                    cu 13 
      17i. (   ) Enough for the number of the air cadets              1                      51/ 1  2  3 
 (   ) Not enough for the number of the air cadets          2    =   0 
 (   ) No reading materials are available                       3   =   0 
 
Skipped 
      17j. (   ) Others: Please specify …………0…1…………                         52/ 0  1 
 
Printed materials: (for example, exam papers, materials distributed in class, etc.) 
 
            14)                   cu 14 
      17k. (   ) Good quality                                     1  =  2                                         53/ 1  2  3 
  (   ) Need improvement                           2  =  0 
  (   ) Appropriate                                       3  =  1 
 
              Skipped 
      17l. (   ) Others: please specify ……………0…1……….                          54/ 0  1 
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    Skipped & Put in Category Questions 
18. How often are you assessed during a semester?  55/  1  2  3  4  5 
                             1                                                                                          2 
 
(   ) Every class                                    (   ) Every month 
                   3                                                                                           4 
(   ) Mid-term and Final                       (   ) Only Final  
                  5 
(   ) Others: Please specify ………………………………………………………. 
 
 
19. What kind of evaluation or examination would you prefer? You can choose more     
      than one answer. 
 
                    15)                        0     1       cu 15                                                        16)                  0     1       cu 16 
(   ) Multiple-choice exam   56/  0  1                (   ) Written exam   57/  0   1 
 
  17)                        0     1        cu 17                                                       18)                  0     1       cu 18 
(   ) Oral exam       58/  0  1                              (   ) Short answer exam  59/  0  1 
 
  19)                        0     1         cu 19                                                       20)                  0      1      cu 20 
(   ) Essay      60/  0  1                                       (   ) Group project       61/  0  1 
 
   Skipped & Put in Category Questions            0     1 
(   ) Others: Please specify ……………62/  0  1…………………………………. 
 
       ……………………………………………………………………………….. 
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Section 4. Attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA 
 
                         (The Second Analysis: en 01 – en 21) 
            21) 
         20.        Do you like to study English?       63/   0   1   2          en 01 
 
(   ) No      0                            (   ) Neutral     1                             (   ) Yes    2 
 
21. Given your response to question 20, please choose between each pair of options to   
      show your views about probable reasons. 
 
22)                en 02 
21a. (   ) Inadequacy of background knowledge  1  =  0                               64/ 1  2 
        (   ) Good background knowledge                2  =  1 
23)                 en 03 
21b. (   ) Received unsatisfactory grades              1  =  0                              65/ 1  2 
        (   ) Received satisfactory grades                  2  =  1 
24)                 en 04 
21c. (   ) English is not useful to my career or everyday life   1  =  0           66/ 1  2 
        (   ) English is useful to my career or everyday life         2  =  1                                     
25)                 en 05 
21d. (   ) Do not like the teaching styles of instructors            1  =  0           67/ 1  2 
        (   ) Like the teaching styles of instructors                       2  =  1                                
26)                 en 06 
21e. (   ) Difficult to understand                                               1  =  0          68/ 1  2 
        (   ) Easy to understand                                                     2  =  1 
27)                 en 07 
21f. (   ) Boring subject                                                             1  =  0          69/ 1  2 
       (   ) Interesting subject                                                        2  =  1   
 
  Skipped 
21g. (   ) Others: Please specify…………0……1……….……………  70/ 0  1….      
         
         
        28)         71/   0   1   2           en 08 
22. What do you think about the time given to the English classes at the academy? 
 
      (   ) Too much: Please give the reason/s ………2   =   0 …………………………. 
 
             ………………………………………………………………………………...                          
 
      (   ) Appropriate                                                  1 
       
      (   ) Too little: Please give the reason/s ………. 0……………………………… 
 
             ………………………………………………………………………………… 
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23. What do you think about the English classroom environment in the RTAFA?  
 
  29)         en 09 
 23a. (   ) Noisy: Please give the reason/s …1  =   0                               72/  1   2  
         (   ) Quiet                                              2  =   1 
  30)         en 10 
 23b. (   ) Too dark                                        1  =   0                               73/ 1   2 
         (   ) Have enough light                         2  =   1 
  31)         en 11                                                                                
 23c. (   ) Too hot                                          1  =   0                                74/  1  2  3 
         (   ) Too cold                                        2  =   0     
         (   ) Appropriate temperature               3  =   1 
  32)         en 12  
 23d. (   ) Need more teaching aids: (for example, TV, video, cassette player,    
               overhead projector, etc.)                  1  =   0                               75/ 1  2 
         (   ) Have enough teaching aids              2  =   1 
 
Skipped 
 23e. (   ) Others: Please specify …………0…1……………………….. 76/ 0  1   
 
               .……………………………………………………………………… 
 
               ………………………………………………………………………. 
 
 
Skipped & Put in Category Questions 
24. How many students would you prefer in each class while you are studying    
      English in the RTAFA?                       77/  1  2  3  4  5 
 
                                                                                             Please give the reason/s 
                                          1 
(   ) No more than 10 students                                       ……………………………. 
                                  2 
(   ) 11-20 students                                                         …………………………… 
                                  3 
(   ) 21-30 students                                                         …………………………… 
                                 4 
(   ) No preference about the number of students          ……………………………. 
                                 5 
(   ) Others: Please specify an appropriate number of students ……………………. 
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25. Please indicate the teaching styles of your current instructors at the RTAFA 
 
        33)               en 13 
25a. (   ) Follow the textbooks only                                      1              78/ 1  2  3 
        (   ) Bring in other materials or external readings         2 
        (   ) No textbook is used                                                3  =   0 
  34)                en 14 
25b. (   ) Use activities to supplement the teachings             1             79/  1  2 
        (   ) No activity is included                                            2  =   0 
 
  Skipped & Put in Category Questions 
25c. (   ) Speak English in class all the time                           1            80/ 1  2  3 
        (   ) Speak Thai in class all the time                                2 
        (   ) Speak both English and Thai in class                       3 
 
  35)                en 15 
25d. (   ) Teacher-centered (instructors talk most of the time) 1 =   0          81/ 1  2 
        (   ) Student-centered ( students are involved in class activities)  2  =   1 
 
  Skipped  
25e. (   ) Others: Please specify …………0…1…………………….  82/ 0  1 
 
              . 
 
26.Concerning the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA, please rate the    
            importance of  each skill based on your opinion.  
 
            Please place a tick     in the space provided under the column that best suits    
            your opinion. 
 
 
Degree:       Very important       Important       Neutral       Of little importance       Not important 
 
Skill:                         5                        4                  3                         2                                 1 
 
26a. Listening     36)   83/ 1 2 3 4 5………         ………    en 16      ………                        ……… 
 
26b. Speaking     37)   84/ 1 2 3 4 5………         ………    en 17      ………                        ………   
 
26c. Reading      38)    85/ 1 2 3 4 5………         ………    en 18      ………                        ………  
 
26d. Writing       39)   86/ 1 2 3 4 5………          ………    en 19     ………                        ……… 
 
26e. Conversational  
        English       40)   87/ 1 2 3 4 5………          ………    en 20      ………                        ……… 
 
26f. Critical 
       Thinking     41)    88/ 1 2 3 4 5………          ………    en 21      ………                        ……… 
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Section 5. Motivation for studying English in the RTAFA   (The Third Analysis: mo 01 – mo 06) 
 
For items no.27-32:  Please circle the category that reflects your opinion of the reason/s 
why you study English at the RTAFA. 
 
 42)                    89/  1  2  3  4  5               mo 01   Change the coding on 11/05/05            
27. You study English only because it is a compulsory course in the curriculum. 
 
                                                   5 = 1          4 = 2             3              2 = 4             1 = 5 
                                                          Strongly          Agree          Neutral          Disagree          Strongly  
                                                            Agree                                                                                Disagree 
                                                    
  43)                  90/  1  2  3  4  5               mo 02 
28. You would like to continue your study in the country or abroad where the use of   
      English is necessary. 
 
                                                     5                  4               3                  2                  1 
                                                Strongly          Agree          Neutral          Disagree          Strongly  
                                                            Agree                                                                                Disagree 
 
  44)                 91/  1  2  3  4  5               mo 03 
29. You would like to be able to understand English newspapers, textbooks, magazines,   
      movies, songs, etc.  
 
                                                     5                4               3                   2                  1 
                                              Strongly          Agree          Neutral          Disagree          Strongly  
                                                          Agree                                                                                Disagree 
 
  45)                  92/  1  2  3  4  5               mo 04 
30. You are proud to be able to communicate in English well.     
 
                                                    5                4                  3                  2                  1 
                                               Strongly          Agree          Neutral          Disagree          Strongly  
                                                           Agree                                                                                Disagree 
  
  46)                 93/  1  2  3  4  5               mo 05 
31. English is important for your career. 
 
                                                      5                 4               3                 2                    1 
                                                Strongly          Agree          Neutral          Disagree          Strongly  
                                                            Agree                                                                                Disagree 
 
  47)                  94/  1  2  3  4  5               mo 06 
32. If you could choose, you still would like to study English. 
 
                                                      5                 4                3                 2                    1 
                                                Strongly          Agree          Neutral          Disagree          Strongly  
                                                            Agree                                                                                Disagree 
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Please feel free to make any further comments on the teaching and learning of English 
in the Royal Thai Air Force Academy: 
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________ 
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
 
Please spend a little more time and answer the following questions in relation to this 
questionnaire. 
         48)         (The Fourth Analysis: ev 01 – ev 07) 
33. Were the instructions clear and easy to follow?       95/   0   1          ev 01 
 
(   ) Yes                                                   1 
 
(   ) No. Please give the reason/s ………0………………………………………. 
 
         49)          ev 02 
34. Were any of the questions unclear or ambiguous?      96/  0  1 
 
(   ) Yes. Please specify the question number/s ……1  =   0 
                
(   ) No                                                                        0  =   1 
 
          50)          ev 03 
35. Were you able to answer all the questions?                97/  0  1 
 
(   ) Yes          1 
                    
(   ) No. Please give the question number/s and the reason/s why         0 
        
                           Question Number/s                   Reason/s 
                            ………………….                     ……………………………… 
                            ………………….                     ……………………………… 
                            ………………….                     ……………………………… 
                            ………………….                     ……………………………… 
                            ………………….                     ……………………………… 
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51)          ev 04 
36. Did you object to answering any of the questions?       98/  0   1 
 
(   ) Yes. Please give the question number/s and the reason/s why        1  =   0 
        
                            Question Number/s                   Reason/s 
                            ………………….                     ……………………………… 
                            ………………….                     ……………………………… 
                            ………………….                     ……………………………… 
                            ………………….                     ……………………………… 
                            ………………….                     ……………………………… 
 
(   ) No         0  =   1 
 
         52)          ev 05 
37. Did you find any of the questions irrelevant?              99/   0   1 
 
(   ) Yes. Please specify the question number/s ………1  =   0 
 
(   ) No                                                                           0  =   1 
 
        53)          ev 06 
      38. In your point of view, are there any important issues omitted?     100/   0   1 
 
(   ) Yes. Please specify …………1  =   0 
 
        
(   ) No                                           0  =   1 
 
        54)          ev 07 
39. Was the layout of the questionnaire clear?           101/   0   1 
 
(   ) Yes                                    1   
 
(   ) No. Please specify ………0……………. 
   
         Skipped & Put in Category Questions 
40. How long did it take you to complete the questionnaire?     102/   1   2   3   4    
                                   1                                                                                                 2 
(   ) Less than 15 minutes                      (   ) Approximately 16-30 minutes 
                          3                                                                                                4 
(   ) Approximately 31-45 minutes        (   ) Others: Please specify ……………… 
 
 
 
 
THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR KIND COOPERATION 
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APPENDIX 23 
Instructor Questionnaire 
 
QUESTIONNAIRE FOR RTAFA ENGLISH INSTRUCTORS 
 
 
 
The Influences on the Teaching and Learning of English 
 
 In the Royal Thai Air Force Academy 
 
 
 
Instructions to complete the questionnaire: 
 
1. The questionnaire investigates the influences on the teaching and learning of English 
in the Royal Thai Air Force Academy. 
 
2. This questionnaire is divided into five sections and the total number of the questions is 
32 items as follows: 
 
• Section 1. Personal information  
 
• Section 2. English educational background  
 
• Section 3. The English curriculum of the Royal Thai Air Force Academy 
 
• Section 4. Attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the      
                       academy 
 
• Section 5. Motivation for teaching English in the academy 
 
3. Please place a tick    in the  (   )  or in the space provided  that best suits your opinion 
or complete each question as requested. 
 
 
 
THANK YOU VERY MUCH IN ADVANCE FOR YOUR COOPERATION 
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Name ( Optional ):……………………………………. 
 
Section 1. Personal information  
 
1. The level of my appointment is as  (  ) Professor 
                                                      (  ) Associate Professor 
                                                      (  ) Assistant Professor 
                                                      (  ) Lecturer 
 
2.   Please indicate your age: 
 
      (   ) 30-35 years                    (   ) 36-40 years                    (   ) 41-45 years          
 
      (   ) 46-50 years                    (   ) 51-55 years                    (   ) 56-60 years                   
 
3.   Which year level are you teaching?  
 
      (   ) The first year                 (   ) The second year             (   ) The third year 
       
      (   ) The fourth year              (   ) The fifth year            
 
      (   ) Others: If you teach more than one year level, which year levels do you teach?  
 
             Please specify ………………………………………….. 
       
4. How long have you been teaching English? 
 
    (   ) 1-5 years                          (   ) 6-10 years                      (   ) 11-15 years 
 
    (   ) 16-20 years                      (   ) 21-25 years                    (   ) 26-30 years 
 
    (   ) Others: Please specify …………………………………… 
 
5. Please give the information about your workload this semester. 
 
     5a. How many English classes do you teach per week? 
 
           (   ) 1 class                    (   ) 2 classes                    (   ) 3 classes 
 
           (   ) 4 classes                 (   ) Others: Please specify …………………. 
 
      5b. How many periods do you teach English per week? 
 
            (   ) 1-5 periods                (   ) 6-10 periods                (   ) 11-15 periods 
 
            (   ) Others: Please specify ………………………………. 
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Section 2. English educational background  
 
6. In which classes did you learn English? Please place a tick    in the (   ). 
 
    (   ) Birth to Pre-kindergarten                                      (   ) Kindergarten 
 
    (   ) Year 1                         (   ) Year 2                         (   ) Year 3 
 
    (   ) Year 4                         (   ) Year 5                         (   ) Year 6 
 
    (   ) Year 7                         (   ) Year 8                         (   ) Year 9 
 
    (   ) Year 10                       (   ) Year 11                       (   ) Year 12 
 
    (   ) Undergraduate            (   ) Others: Please specify .................................................. 
                   
7. Please indicate your educational background.  
 
    (   ) Bachelor Degree: Please indicate your major if possible ………………………… 
 
    (   ) Masters Degree: Please indicate your major if possible …………………………. 
 
    (   ) Doctoral Degree: Please indicate your major if possible ………………………….                                                                               
 
8. Have you had a chance to study or attend any trainings abroad where English is    
    the main language of study? 
 
    (   ) No            
 
    (   ) Yes. If possible, please give some details: 
                                 
               Country/Countries                         Program/s or Course/s 
                               
               …………………..                         ……………………………………… 
        
               …………………..                         ……………………………………… 
 
               …………………..                         ……………………………………… 
 
               …………………..                         ……………………………………… 
 
               ………………….                          ……………………………………… 
 
               ………………….                          ……………………………………… 
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Section 3. The English curriculum of the Royal Thai Air Force Academy  
      
 
9. What do you think about the English curriculum of the Royal Thai Air Force  
    Academy? Please place a tick  in the (   ) and give further information if possible. 
 
                          Statement                                                            If possible,                                                                               
                                                                               please explain and give some examples 
 
    9a. (   ) Too much information to cover             .……………………………………….. 
                                                                               ………………………………………… 
    (   ) Enough information                              ………………………………………… 
                                                                         ………………………………………… 
    (   ) Too little information                            ………………………………………... 
                                                                         ……………………………………….... 
 
    9b. (   ) Useful for everyday life                        ………………………………………… 
                                                                               ………………………………………… 
    (   ) Not useful for everyday life                  ………………………………………… 
                                                                         ………………………………………… 
 
    9c. (   ) Useful for the cadets’ career                  ………………………………………… 
                                                                               ………………………………………… 
    (   ) Not useful for the cadets’ career           ………………………………………… 
                                                                         ………………………………………… 
 
    9d. (   ) Suitable for the air cadets                      ………………………………………… 
                                                                               ………………………………………… 
    (   ) Not suitable for the air cadets               ………………………………………… 
                                                                         ………………………………………… 
 
    9e. (   ) Covers all the skills: Listening,             ………………………………………… 
                Speaking, Reading and Writing             ………………………………………… 
                     
    (   ) Does not cover all the skills                  …………………………………………   
           the cadets need to have                         ……………………….………………... 
 
    9f. (   ) Up-to-date                                              ………………………………………… 
                                                                               ………………………………………… 
   (   ) Not up-to-date                                        …………………………………………  
                                                                         ………………………………………… 
 
    9g. (   ) Other comments: Please specify           ………………………………………… 
                 …………………………………          ………………………………………… 
                 …………………………………          ………………………………………… 
                 …………………………………          ………………………………………… 
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10. What do you think about the English materials used in the RTAFA?             
 
The textbooks: 
 
      10a. (   ) Too difficult for the level of the air cadets 
  (   ) Too easy for the level of the air cadets 
  (   ) Appropriate for the level of the air cadets 
 
      10b. (   ) Suitable for the cadets’ fields of study 
  (   ) Not suitable for the cadets’ fields of study 
 
      10c. (   ) Too old / out-of-date 
  (   ) Up-to-date 
 
      10d. (   ) Too many exercises 
  (   ) Need more exercises 
 
      10e. (   ) Too much emphasis on grammatical points 
  (   ) Need more emphasis on grammatical points 
 
      10f. (   ) Others: Please specify ……………………………………….. 
              
Reading materials: (for example, English newspapers, magazines, etc.) 
 
      10g. (   ) Useful: Please give some examples ……………………………………… 
  (   ) Not useful 
 
      10h. (   ) Necessary 
  (   ) Not necessary 
 
       10i. (   ) Enough for the number of the air cadets 
  (   ) Not enough for the number of the air cadets 
  (   ) No reading materials are available 
 
       10j. (   ) Others: Please specify …………………………………….……………... 
 
Printed materials: (for example, exam papers, materials distributed in class, etc.) 
 
       10k. (   ) Good quality 
   (   ) Need improvement 
   (   ) Appropriate 
 
        10l. (   ) Others: Please specify ………………………………………………….... 
                      ……………………………………………………………………………                                
                      …………………………………………………………………………… 
                      …………………………………………………………………………… 
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11. How often do the cadets have assessments/exams/quizzes during a semester? 
 
      (   ) Every class  
         
      (   ) Every month 
 
      (   ) Mid-term and Final   
              
      (   ) Only Final   
          
      (   ) Others: Please specify ………………….…………………………………. 
             …………………………………………………………………………….. 
             …………………………………………………………………………….. 
             …………………………………………………………………………….. 
 
 
12. What kind of evaluation or examination would you prefer to assess the cadets?    
      You may choose more than one answer. 
 
      (   ) Multiple-choice exam   
        
      (   ) Written exam 
 
      (   ) Oral exam 
 
      (   ) Short answer exam 
 
      (   ) Essay   
                          
(   ) Group project    
                 
(   ) Others: Please specify …………………………………………………….. 
       ……………………………………………………………………………. 
       ……………………………………………………………………………. 
       ……………………………………………………………………………. 
       ……………………………………………………………………………. 
       ……………………………………………………………………………. 
       ……………………………………………………………………………. 
       ……………………………………………………………………………. 
       ……………………………………………………………………………. 
       ……………………………………………………………………………. 
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Section 4. Attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA 
 
13. Do you like to teach English in the RTAFA? 
 
(   ) No                              (   ) Neutral                              (   ) Yes            
 
14.  In your opinion, do the cadets like to study English? 
 
      (   ) No                              (   ) Neutral                              (   ) Yes         
 
15. Given your response to question 14, please choose between each pair of options to 
      show your views about probable reasons. 
 
15a. (   ) Inadequacy of background knowledge 
  (   ) Good background knowledge 
 
      15b. (   ) Received unsatisfactory grades 
  (   ) Received satisfactory grades 
 
      15c. (   ) English is not useful to their career or everyday life 
  (   ) English is useful to their career or everyday life                                               
 
      15d. (   ) Do not like the teaching styles of instructors 
  (   ) Like the teaching styles of instructors                                                       
 
      15e. (   ) Difficult to understand 
  (   ) Easy to understand 
 
       15f. (   ) Boring subject 
  (   ) Interesting subject 
 
       15g. (   ) Others: Please specify ……………………………………………………… 
                      ……………………………………………………………………………… 
                      ……………………………………………………………………………… 
                      ………………………………………………………………………………                       
                       
                      
16. What do you think about the time given to the English classes in the RTAFA? 
 
      (   ) Too much: Please give the reason/s ……………………………………………… 
        …………………………………………………………………………………….                                                    
 
(   ) Appropriate 
 
(   ) Too little: Please give the reason/s ……………………………………………….. 
       ……………………………………………………………………………………. 
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17. What do you think about the English classroom environment in the RTAFA?  
 
     17a. (   ) Noisy: Please give the reason/s …………………………………… ………. 
 (   ) Quiet 
 
     17b. (   ) Too dark                    
             (   ) Have enough light 
                                                                                          
     17c. (   ) Too hot                      
             (   ) Too cold                
             (   ) Appropriate temperature 
 
     17d. (   ) Need more teaching aids: (for example, TV, video, cassette player,                 
        overhead projector, etc.) 
 (   ) Have enough teaching aids 
 
     17e. (   ) Others: Please specify ……………………………………………………… 
               ……………………………………………………………………………… 
               ……………………………………………………………………………… 
               ……………………………………………………………………………… 
               ……………………………………………………………………………… 
               ……………………………………………………………………………… 
 
 
18. How many students in each class would you prefer while you are teaching English in     
      the RTAFA? 
                                                                                 
                                                                                       Please give the reason/s 
 
      (   ) No more than 10 students                                 ……………………………………. 
                                                                                 
      (   ) 11-20 students                                                   ………………………………........ 
                                                                                 
      (   ) 21-30 students                                                   …………………………………… 
 
      (   ) No preference about the number of students    …………………………………… 
 
      (   ) Others: Please specify an appropriate number of students ………………………..   
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19. Please indicate the teaching styles that you prefer to use in the RTAFA. 
       
      19a. (   ) Follow the textbooks only   
  (   ) Bring in other materials or external readings 
  (   ) No particular textbook is used 
  
      19b. (   ) Use activities to supplement the teachings 
  (   ) No activity is included     
 
      19c. (   ) Speak English in class all the time 
  (   ) Speak Thai in class all the time 
  (   ) Speak both English and Thai in class 
 
      19d. (   ) Teacher-centered (instructors talk most of the time) 
  (   ) Student-centered (students are involved in class activities)  
 
      19e. (   ) Others: Please specify ………………………………………………………. 
                    ………………………………………………………………………………. 
 
 
20. Concerning the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA, please rate the    
       importance of  each skill the cadet should be good at based on your opinion.  
 
       Please place a tick     in the space provided under the column that best suits    
       your opinion. 
 
 
Degree:             Very important    Important       Neutral       Of little importance       Not important 
 
Skill: 
 
20a. Listening           ………          ………        ………                 ………                        ……… 
 
20b. Speaking           ………          ………        ………                 ………                        ………   
 
20c. Reading             ………          ………        ………                 ………                        ………  
 
20d. Writing             ………           ………       ………                 ………                        ……… 
 
20e. Conversational  
        English              ………          ………       ………                 ………                        ……… 
 
20f. Critical 
       Thinking            ………           ………       ………                 ………                        ……… 
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Section 5. Motivation for teaching English in the RTAFA    
 
For items no. 21-24: Please circle the category that best reflects your opinion relating to 
the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA. 
 
 
21. You would like to improve the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA. 
  
                                      Strongly            Agree            Neutral            Disagree            Strongly  
                                                Agree                                                                                        Disagree 
 
22. You are proud that your students succeeded in their life and career because of the          
 good use of English. 
                                       
                                     Strongly            Agree            Neutral            Disagree            Strongly  
                                                Agree                                                                                        Disagree 
 
23. At the RTAFA, you have opportunities to go abroad to continue your degree or to    
      attend further training.   
 
                                      Strongly            Agree            Neutral            Disagree            Strongly  
                                                Agree                                                                                        Disagree 
  
24. At the RTAFA, you have opportunities to be promoted to administrative positions. 
 
                                        
                                             Strongly            Agree            Neutral            Disagree            Strongly  
                                                Agree                                                                                        Disagree 
 
 
 
Please feel free to make any further comments on the teaching and learning of English 
in the Royal Thai Air Force Academy: 
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________ 
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Please spend a little more time and answer the following questions in relation to this 
questionnaire. 
 
25. Were the instructions clear and easy to follow? 
 
    (   ) Yes                      
 
    (   ) No. Please give the reason/s ………………………………………………… 
           ……………………………………………………………………………….. 
 
26. Were any of the questions unclear or ambiguous? 
 
    (   ) Yes. Please specify the question number/s …………………………………. 
           ……………………………………………………………………………… 
                
    (   ) No 
 
27. Were you able to answer all the questions? 
 
     (   ) Yes    
                    
     (   ) No. Please give the question number/s and the reason/s why ……………..          
                      
               Question Number/s                             Reason/s        
               ……………………                            …………………………… 
               ……………………                            …………………………… 
               ……………………                            …………………………… 
               ……………………                            …………………………… 
               ……………………                            …………………………… 
               ……………………                            …………………………… 
 
28. Did you object to answering any of the questions? 
 
    (   ) Yes. Please give the question number/s and the reason/s why ……………. 
       
               Question Number/s                             Reason/s        
               ……………………                            …………………………… 
               ……………………                            …………………………… 
               ……………………                            …………………………… 
               ……………………                            …………………………… 
               ……………………                            …………………………… 
               ……………………                            …………………………… 
 
    (   ) No 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Page A11 
 387 
29. Did you find any of the questions irrelevant? 
 
    (   ) Yes. Please specify the question number/s ……………………………… 
           …………………………………………………………………………… 
 
    (   ) No 
       
30. In your point of view, are there any important issues omitted? 
 
    (   ) Yes. Please specify ……………………………………………….. 
……………………………………………………………………. 
……………………………………………………………………. 
……………………………………………………………………. 
……………………………………………………………………. 
……………………………………………………………………. 
 
    (   ) No 
       
31. Was the layout of the questionnaire clear? 
 
    (   ) Yes 
 
    (   ) No. Please specify …………………………………………………… 
           ………………………………………………………………………. 
           ………………………………………………………………………. 
           ………………………………………………………………………. 
 
 32. How long did it take you to complete the questionnaire? 
 
     (   ) Less than 15 minutes                      (   ) Approximately 16-30 minutes 
 
     (   ) Approximately 31-45 minutes        (   ) Others: Please specify ………………… 
 
 
 
 
THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR KIND COOPERATION 
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APPENDIX 24 
Coding of the Instructor Questionnaire 
 
QUESTIONNAIRE FOR RTAFA ENGLISH INSTRUCTORS 
 
 
The Influences on the Teaching and Learning of English 
 
 In the Royal Thai Air Force Academy 
 
 
Instructions to complete the questionnaire: 
 
1. The questionnaire investigates the influences on the teaching and learning of English 
in the Royal Thai Air Force Academy. 
 
2. This questionnaire is divided into five sections and the total number of the questions is 
32 items as follows: 
 
• Section 1. Personal information  
 
• Section 2. English educational background  
 
• Section 3. The English curriculum of the Royal Thai Air Force Academy 
 
• Section 4. Attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the    
                       academy 
 
• Section 5. Motivation for teaching English in the academy 
 
3. Please place a tick    in the  (   )  or in the space provided  that best suits your opinion 
or complete each question as requested. 
 
 
THANK YOU VERY MUCH IN ADVANCE FOR YOUR COOPERATION 
 
 
Coding = Pink 
 
Renumber and Recode = Blue 
 
Skipped and Put in Category Questions = Brown 
 
The First, Second, Third and Fourth Analyses (cu 01- 20, en 01- 21, mo 01- 04, ev 01- 07) 
 
 
 
Section 1 & 2 are considered category questions 
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Name ( Optional ):……………………………………. 
 
Section 1. Personal information  
 
1. The level of my appointment is as  (  ) Professor                      1 
                                                      (  ) Associate Professor      2 
        1/ 1  2  3  4                            (  ) Assistant Professor       3 
                                                      (  ) Lecturer                        4 
 
2.   Please indicate your age:     2/  1  2  3  4  5  6 
 
      (   ) 30-35 years    1                (   ) 36-40 years   2                 (   ) 41-45 years   3       
 
      (   ) 46-50 years    4                (   ) 51-55 years   5                 (   ) 56-60 years   6                
 
3.   Which year level are you teaching?    3/  1  2  3  4  5  6 
 
      (   ) The first year   1                 (   ) The second year   2             (   ) The third year   3 
       
      (   ) The fourth year   4              (   ) The fifth year       5     
 
      (   ) Others: If you teach more than one year level, which year levels do you teach?   6  
 
             Please specify ………………………………………….. 
       
4. How long have you been teaching English?   4/  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
 
    (   ) 1-5 years      1                          (   ) 6-10 years      2                     (   ) 11-15 years   3 
 
    (   ) 16-20 years  4                          (   ) 21-25 years    5                     (   ) 26-30 years   6 
 
    (   ) Others: Please specify ……7……………………………… 
 
5. Please give the information about your workload this semester.   
 
     5a. How many English classes do you teach per week?     5/  1  2  3  4  5 
 
           (   ) 1 class         1                    (   ) 2 classes     2               (   ) 3 classes     3 
 
           (   ) 4 classes      4                    (   ) Others: Please specify ……5……………. 
 
      5b. How many periods do you teach English per week?   6/  1  2  3  4 
 
            (   ) 1-5 periods   1               (   ) 6-10 periods   2                (   ) 11-15 periods   3 
 
            (   ) Others: Please specify ……4…………………………. 
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Section 2. English educational background  
 
6. In which classes did you learn English? Please place a tick    in the (   ). 
 
    (   ) Birth to Pre-kindergarten      7 A/  0  1                     (   ) Kindergarten   8 B/  0  1 
 
    (   ) Year 1    9 C/  0  1            (   ) Year 2   10 D/  0  1             (   ) Year 3   11 E/  0  1 
 
    (   ) Year 4   12 F/  0  1           (   ) Year 5    13 G/  0  1             (   ) Year 6   14 H/  0  1 
 
    (   ) Year 7   15 I/  0  1            (   ) Year 8     16 J/  0  1             (   ) Year 9   17 K/  0  1 
 
    (   ) Year 10  18 L/  0  1          (   ) Year 11   19 M/  0  1           (   ) Year 12  20 N/  0  1 
 
    (   ) Undergraduate  21 O/  0  1           (   ) Others: Please specify .......22 P/…0...1...... 
                   
7. Please indicate your educational background.    23/  1  2  3 
 
    (   ) Bachelor Degree: Please indicate your major if possible ……...1…………………. 
 
    (   ) Masters Degree: Please indicate your major if possible ……… 2…………………. 
 
    (   ) Doctoral Degree: Please indicate your major if possible ………3………………….                                                                                
 
8. Have you had a chance to study or attend any trainings abroad where English is    
    the main language of study?   24/  0  1 
 
    (   ) No   0            
 
    (   ) Yes. If possible, please give some details:    1 
                                 
               Country/Countries                         Program/s or Course/s 
                               
               …………………..                         ……………………………………… 
        
               …………………..                         ……………………………………… 
 
               …………………..                         ……………………………………… 
 
               …………………..                         ……………………………………… 
 
               ………………….                          ……………………………………… 
 
               ………………….                          ……………………………………… 
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Section 3. The English curriculum of the Royal Thai Air Force Academy  
 
                   (The First Analysis: cu 01- cu 20)       No cu 07 – Based on the Coding of Cadets’ Questionnaire (Skip cu 07) 
 
9. What do you think about the English curriculum of the Royal Thai Air Force  
    Academy? Please place a tick  in the (   ) and give further information if possible. 
 
                          Statement                                                            If possible,                                                                               
                                                                               please explain and give some examples 
       1)          cu 01      
    9a. (   ) Too much information to cover   1   = 0             25/  1  2  3……………………. 
                                                                                             ………………………………. 
    (   ) Enough information                     2   = 1             ………………………………. 
                                                                                       ………………………………. 
    (   ) Too little information                   3   = 0   (Query Recode) ………………….. 
                                                                                       ………………………............. 
2)          cu 02 
    9b. (   ) Useful for everyday life               1                     26/  1  2……………………… 
                                                                                             ………………………………. 
    (   ) Not useful for everyday life         2  = 0              ………………………………. 
                                                                                       ………………………………. 
3)          cu 03 
    9c. (   ) Useful for the cadets’ career          1                   27/  1  2…………………….... 
                                                                                             .………………………………. 
    (   ) Not useful for the cadets’ career    2  = 0            ………………………………. 
                                                                                       ………………………………. 
4)          cu 04 
    9d. (   ) Suitable for the air cadets           1                       28/  1  2……………………… 
                                                                                              ………………………………. 
    (   ) Not suitable for the air cadets     2   = 0               ………………………………. 
                                                                                        ………………………………. 
5)          cu 05 
    9e. (   ) Covers all the skills: Listening,     1                     29/  1  2……………………... 
                Speaking, Reading and Writing                            .……………………………… 
                     
    (   ) Does not cover all the skills          2  = 0               ……………………………… 
           the cadets need to have                                          ……………………….…….. 
 
6)          cu 06 
    9f. (   ) Up-to-date          1                                                 30/  1  2…………………....... 
                                                                                               ……………………………… 
   (   ) Not up-to-date    2    = 0                                         ……………………………… 
                                                                                         ……………………………… 
Skipped                 0    1         
    9g. (   ) Other comments: Please specify           …………31/  0  1…………………….. 
                 …………………………………          ………………………………………… 
                 …………………………………          ………………………………………… 
                 …………………………………          ………………………………………… 
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10. What do you think about the English materials used in the RTAFA?             
 
The textbooks: 
               
             7)          cu 08 
      10a. (   ) Too difficult for the level of the air cadets     1  = 0                        32/  1  2  3 
  (   ) Too easy for the level of the air cadets           2  = 0  
  (   ) Appropriate for the level of the air cadets      3  = 1  
             8)          cu 09 
      10b. (   ) Suitable for the cadets’ fields of study           1                           33/  1  2   
  (   ) Not suitable for the cadets’ fields of study     2  = 0 
             9)          cu 10 
      10c. (   ) Too old / out-of-date                                       1  = 0                          34/  1  2  
  (   ) Up-to-date                                                       2  = 1 
 
Skipped 
      10d. (   ) Too many exercises                                        1                          35/  1  2 
  (   ) Need more exercises                                       2 
Skipped 
      10e. (   ) Too much emphasis on grammatical points     1                        36/  1  2 
  (   ) Need more emphasis on grammatical points    2 
Skipped 
      10f. (   ) Others: Please specify ……0…..1……………………………  37/  0  1  
 
Reading materials: (for example, English newspapers, magazines, etc.) 
            
            10)          cu 11 
      10g. (   ) Useful: Please give some examples ……1……………………38/  1  2 
  (   ) Not useful                                                 2  = 0 
             11)          cu 12 
      10h. (   ) Necessary                                                 1                                39/  1  2  
  (   ) Not necessary                                           2  = 0 
             12)          cu 13 
       10i. (   ) Enough for the number of the air cadets            1                     40/  1  2  3 
  (   ) Not enough for the number of the air cadets      2  = 0 
  (   ) No reading materials are available                     3  = 0 
  
  Skipped 
       10j. (   ) Others: Please specify ………0…1………………………….  41/  0  1 
 
Printed materials: (for example, exam papers, materials distributed in class, etc.) 
           
             13)          cu 14 
       10k. (   ) Good quality                   1  = 2                                                  42/  1  2  3 
   (   ) Need improvement         2  = 0 
   (   ) Appropriate                     3  = 1 
 
Skipped 
        10l. (   ) Others: Please specify ………0…1……………………........  43/  0  1… 
                      ……………………………………………………………………………                                
                      …………………………………………………………………………… 
                      …………………………………………………………………………… 
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         Skipped and Put in Category Questions          44/  1  2  3  4  5 
11. How often do the cadets have assessments/exams/quizzes during a semester? 
  
      (   ) Every class                         1 
         
      (   ) Every month                       2 
 
      (   ) Mid-term and Final             3 
              
      (   ) Only Final                           4 
          
      (   ) Others: Please specify ……5…………….…………………………………. 
             …………………………………………………………………………….. 
             …………………………………………………………………………….. 
             …………………………………………………………………………….. 
 
 
12. What kind of evaluation or examination would you prefer to assess the cadets?    
      You may choose more than one answer.      
 
          14)          cu 15 
      (   ) Multiple-choice exam     0     1                                               45/  0  1 
       
       15)          cu 16 
      (   ) Written exam                   0     1                                              46/  0  1 
 
           16)          cu 17 
      (   ) Oral exam                        0     1                                              47/  0  1 
 
          17)          cu 18 
      (   ) Short answer exam          0     1                                              48/  0  1 
 
          18)          cu 19 
      (   ) Essay                               0     1                                               49/  0  1 
        
          19)          cu 20                   
(   ) Group project                  0     1                                               50/  0  1 
  
 
          Skipped and Put in Category Questions             
(   ) Others: Please specify …0….1……………………………...51/  0  1…… 
       ……………………………………………………………………………. 
       ……………………………………………………………………………. 
       ……………………………………………………………………………. 
       ……………………………………………………………………………. 
       ……………………………………………………………………………. 
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Section 4. Attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA 
 
                         (The Second Analysis: en 01- en 21)  
 
  20)          Not Match 
13. Do you like to teach English in the RTAFA?    52/  0  1  2 
 
(   ) No    0                              (   ) Neutral    1                              (   ) Yes    2            
  21)          Not Match 
14.  In your opinion, do the cadets like to study English?    53/  0  1  2 
 
      (   ) No    0                              (   ) Neutral    1                              (   ) Yes    2         
 
15. Given your response to question 14, please choose between each pair of options to 
      show your views about probable reasons. 
 
           22)          en 02 
15a. (   ) Inadequacy of background knowledge        1  = 0                            54/  1  2 
  (   ) Good background knowledge                      2  = 1 
           23)          en 03 
      15b. (   ) Received unsatisfactory grades                   1  = 0                            55/  1  2  
  (   ) Received satisfactory grades                       2  = 1  
           24)          en 04 
      15c. (   ) English is not useful to their career or everyday life     1  = 0          56/  1  2 
  (   ) English is useful to their career or everyday life           2  = 1                                    
           25)          en 05 
      15d. (   ) Do not like the teaching styles of instructors                 1  = 0         57/  1  2 
  (   ) Like the teaching styles of instructors                            2  = 1                                
           26)          en 06 
      15e. (   ) Difficult to understand                                                    1  = 0         58/  1  2 
  (   ) Easy to understand                                                          2  = 1  
            27)          en 07 
       15f. (   ) Boring subject                                                                 1  = 0        59/  1  2 
  (   ) Interesting subject                                                           2  = 1 
            
              Skipped 
       15g. (   ) Others: Please specify ………0…1……………………………… 60/  0  1                          
                      ……………………………………………………………………………… 
                      ……………………………………………………………………………… 
                      ………………………………………………………………………………                       
                       
  28)          en 08                                                                             61/  0  1  2      
16. What do you think about the time given to the English classes in the RTAFA?  
 
      (   ) Too much: Please give the reason/s ……2  = 0 ………………………………….. 
                                                     
(   ) Appropriate                                              1 
 
(   ) Too little: Please give the reason/s ……..0……………………………………….. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
        
Page A7 
 395 
17. What do you think about the English classroom environment in the RTAFA?  
 
         29)          en 09 
     17a. (   ) Noisy: Please give the reason/s ……1  = 0                              62/  1  2  
 (   ) Quiet                                                  2  = 1 
        
         30)          en 10 
     17b. (   ) Too dark                                            1  = 0                              63/  1  2   
             (   ) Have enough light                             2  = 1 
        
         31)          en 11                                                                                          
     17c. (   ) Too hot                                              1  = 0                              64/  1  2  3 
             (   ) Too cold                                            2  = 0 
             (   ) Appropriate temperature                   3  = 1 
         
         32)          en 12 
     17d. (   ) Need more teaching aids: (for example, TV, video, cassette player,  65/  1  2              
        overhead projector, etc.)                    1  = 0   
 (   ) Have enough teaching aids                2  = 1   
 
            
           Skipped 
     17e. (   ) Others: Please specify ………0…1………………………………… 66/  0  1                
                     ……………………………………………………………………………… 
               ……………………………………………………………………………… 
               ……………………………………………………………………………… 
               ……………………………………………………………………………… 
               ……………………………………………………………………………… 
 
 
Skipped and Put in Category Questions 
18. How many students in each class would you prefer while you are teaching English in     
      the RTAFA?     67/  1  2  3  4  5 
                                                                                 
                                                                                       Please give the reason/s 
 
      (   ) No more than 10 students                                 ………………………1…………. 
                                                                                 
      (   ) 11-20 students                                                   ………………………2……........ 
                                                                                 
      (   ) 21-30 students                                                   ………………………3………… 
 
      (   ) No preference about the number of students    ………………………4………… 
 
      (   ) Others: Please specify an appropriate number of students …………..5………..   
 
                                                                               
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Page A8 
 396 
19. Please indicate the teaching styles that you prefer to use in the RTAFA. 
 
 33)      en 13       
      19a. (   ) Follow the textbooks only                                  1             68/  1  2  3 
  (   ) Bring in other materials or external readings     2 
  (   ) No particular textbook is used                            3  = 0 
           34)          en 14  
      19b. (   ) Use activities to supplement the teachings         1             69/  1  2 
  (   ) No activity is included                                        2  = 0 
            
             Skipped and Put in Category Questions 
      19c. (   ) Speak English in class all the time                      1             70/  1  2  3 
  (   ) Speak Thai in class all the time                           2 
  (   ) Speak both English and Thai in class                  3 
           
            35)          en 15 
      19d. (   ) Teacher-centered (instructors talk most of the time)              1  = 0    71/  1  2 
  (   ) Student-centered (students are involved in class activities)    2  = 1 
        
            Skipped 
      19e. (   ) Others: Please specify ………0…1………………………………… 72/  0  1 
                    ………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
 
20. Concerning the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA, please rate the    
       importance of  each skill the cadet should be good at based on your opinion.  
 
       Please place a tick     in the space provided under the column that best suits    
       your opinion. 
 
 
Degree:             Very important    Important       Neutral       Of little importance       Not important 
 
Skill:                            5                       4                   3                            2                              1 
 
20a. Listening   36)   ……73/ 1 2 3 4 5…          ………    en 16    ………                        ……… 
 
20b. Speaking   37)   ……74/ 1 2 3 4 5…          ………    en 17    ………                        ………   
 
20c. Reading    38)    ……75/ 1 2 3 4 5…          ………    en 18    ………                        ………  
 
20d. Writing     39)    ……76/ 1 2 3 4 5…           ………   en 19    ………                        ……… 
 
20e. Conversational  
        English     40)    ……77/ 1 2 3 4 5…          ………    en 20   ………                        ……… 
 
20f. Critical 
       Thinking    41)    ……78/ 1 2 3 4 5…           ………   en 21   ………                        ……… 
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Section 5. Motivation for teaching English in the RTAFA   (The Third Analysis: mo 01 – mo 04)       
                                                                                                                                                                    No Exact Match 
 
For items no. 21-24: Please circle the category that best reflects your opinion relating to 
the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA. 
 
 42)          mo 01                     79/  1  2  3  4  5 
21. You would like to improve the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA. 
                                                                5                              4                          3                                2                              1 
                                      Strongly            Agree            Neutral            Disagree            Strongly  
                                                Agree                                                                                        Disagree 
                            
  43)          mo 02                             80/  1  2  3  4  5 
22. You are proud that your students succeeded in their life and career because of the          
 good use of English. 
                                             5                             4                            3                             2                                1 
                                     Strongly            Agree            Neutral            Disagree            Strongly  
                                                Agree                                                                                        Disagree 
 
  44)          mo 03                              81/  1  2  3  4  5 
23. At the RTAFA, you have opportunities to go abroad to continue your degree or to    
      attend further training.   
                                                                 5                              4                          3                              2                                1 
                                      Strongly            Agree            Neutral            Disagree            Strongly  
                                                Agree                                                                                        Disagree 
 
  45)          mo 04                              82/  1  2  3  4  5 
24. At the RTAFA, you have opportunities to be promoted to administrative positions. 
 
                                             5                             4                           3                              2                               1 
                                             Strongly            Agree            Neutral            Disagree            Strongly  
                                                Agree                                                                                        Disagree 
 
 
 
Please feel free to make any further comments on the teaching and learning of English 
in the Royal Thai Air Force Academy: 
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________ 
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(The Fourth Analysis: ev 01 - ev 07) 
 
Please spend a little more time and answer the following questions in relation to this 
questionnaire. 
 
 46)          ev 01 
25. Were the instructions clear and easy to follow?     83/  0  1 
 
    (   ) Yes                                                 1 
 
    (   ) No. Please give the reason/s ……..0…………………………………………… 
           …………………………………………………………………………………. 
 
 47)          ev 02 
26. Were any of the questions unclear or ambiguous?     84/  0  1 
 
    (   ) Yes. Please specify the question number/s ……1  = 0……………………………. 
           …………………………………………………………………………………….. 
                
    (   ) No                                                                        0  = 1 
 
48)          ev 03 
27. Were you able to answer all the questions?     85/  0  1 
 
     (   ) Yes     1 
                    
     (   ) No. Please give the question number/s and the reason/s why ……0………..          
                      
               Question Number/s                             Reason/s        
               ……………………                            …………………………… 
               ……………………                            …………………………… 
               ……………………                            …………………………… 
               ……………………                            …………………………… 
               ……………………                            …………………………… 
               ……………………                            …………………………… 
 
 49)          ev 04 
28. Did you object to answering any of the questions?     86/  0  1 
 
    (   ) Yes. Please give the question number/s and the reason/s why ……1  = 0………. 
       
               Question Number/s                             Reason/s        
               ……………………                            …………………………… 
               ……………………                            …………………………… 
               ……………………                            …………………………… 
               ……………………                            …………………………… 
               ……………………                            …………………………… 
               ……………………                            …………………………… 
 
    (   ) No          0  = 1 
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 50)          ev 05 
29. Did you find any of the questions irrelevant?   87/  0  1 
 
    (   ) Yes. Please specify the question number/s ………1  = 0……………………… 
           …………………………………………………………………………………. 
 
    (   ) No                                                                            0  = 1 
   
 51)          ev 06     
30. In your point of view, are there any important issues omitted?     88/  0  1 
 
    (   ) Yes. Please specify ………1  = 0……………………………………….. 
…………………………………………………………………….. 
…………………………………………………………………….. 
…………………………………………………………………….. 
…………………………………………………………………….. 
…………………………………………………………………….. 
 
    (   ) No                                       0  = 1 
 
  52)          ev 07       
31. Was the layout of the questionnaire clear?      89/  0  1 
 
    (   ) Yes                                     1 
 
    (   ) No. Please specify ……….0…………………………………………… 
           ………………………………………………………………………. 
           ………………………………………………………………………. 
           ………………………………………………………………………. 
 
     Skipped and Put in Category Questions 
 32. How long did it take you to complete the questionnaire?      90/  1  2  3  4 
 
     (   ) Less than 15 minutes      1                    (   ) Approximately 16-30 minutes      2 
 
     (   ) Approximately 31-45 minutes     3       (   ) Others: Please specify ………… 4…... 
 
 
 
 
THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR KIND COOPERATION 
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APPENDIX 25 
Data of Items on the Main Questionnaire Referred to in Chapter 6 
 
4. Where is your hometown?      Total = 475  
     (   ) Bangkok:                           157 = 33.05 % 
     (   ) Others:                               316 = 66.53 % 
      X (Omitted the question)               = 2 
 
9. Before attending the Royal Thai Air Force Academy, have you had a chance to study English with native 
English instructors?              
 
    9a. (   ) No      (   ) Yes. Please give details (for example: high schools, etc.)...…………… 
                                
    9b. If you answer ‘Yes’. Which of the followings would you prefer?           Total = 475 
 
       Please place a tick    in the (   ) and if possible, please give the reason/s to support your answer. 
 
       (   ) To study English with Thai instructors only because …………………               9 = 1.89 % 
       (   ) To study English with native English instructors only because ………             53 = 11.16 %               
       (   ) To study English with both Thai and native English instructors because…       247 = 52 %                
        0 (Respondents chose “No” in Question 9a.            = 129 (27.16 %) 
        X (Omitted the question)                                          = 6 (1.26 %) 
         a (Others)                                                                 = 31 (6.53 %) 
 
14. What do you think about the English curriculum of the Royal Thai Air Force Academy?      
                                       Statement                                                If possible,   
                                                                                Please explain and give some examples     
    
      14a. (   ) Too much information to cover    ……………………………………….. 
              (   ) Enough information                      ………………………………………. 
              (   ) Too little information                    ………………………………………. 
 
      14b. (   ) Useful for everyday life                ………………………………………. 
              (   ) Not useful for everyday life          ………………………………………. 
 
      14c. (   ) Useful for my career                     ………………………………………. 
              (   ) Not useful for my career               ………………………………………. 
 
      14d. (   ) Suitable for the air cadets             ………………………………………. 
              (   ) Not suitable for the air cadets      ………………………………………. 
 
      14e. (   ) Covers all the skills: Listening,  
                    Speaking, Reading and Writing    ……………………………………… 
              (   ) Does not cover all the skills  
                     I need to have                               ………………………………………    
       . 
      14f. (   ) Up-to date                                     261 = 55.18 %                Total = 473                            
             (   ) Not up-to-date                               212 = 44.82 % 
 
      14g. (   ) Others: Please specify ………………………………………………….. 
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17. What do you think about the English materials used in the RTAFA?  
 
The textbooks: 
 
17a. (   ) Too difficult for the level of the air cadets 
 (   ) Too easy for the level of the air cadets 
 (   ) Appropriate for the level of the air cadets 
 
       17b. (   ) Suitable for my field of study 
               (   ) Not suitable for my field of study 
 
       17c. (   ) Too old / out-of-date 
 (   ) Up-to-date 
 
       17d. (   ) Too many exercises 
 (   ) Need more exercises 
  
       17e. (   ) Too much emphasis on grammatical points            261 = 56.25 %        Total = 464 
 (   ) Need more emphasis on grammatical points          203 = 43.75 % 
 
       17f. (   ) Others: Please specify ………………………………………………………. 
 
Reading materials: (for example, English newspapers, magazines, references, etc.) 
 
      17g. (   ) Useful: Please give some examples ………            443 = 94.26 %         Total = 470 
              (   ) Not useful                                                           
 
      17h. (   ) Necessary                                                                 452 = 95.97 %         Total = 471 
(   ) Not necessary 
 
      17i. (   ) Enough for the number of the air cadets 
             (   ) Not enough for the number of the air cadets 
             (   ) No reading materials are available 
 
      17j. (   ) Others: Please specify ……………………………………………………….. 
 
Printed materials: (for example, exam papers, materials distributed in class, etc.) 
 
      17k. (   ) Good quality 
(   ) Need improvement 
(   ) Appropriate 
 
      17l. (   ) Others: please specify ………………………………………………………..   
 
21. Given your response to question 20, please choose between each pair of options to show your views       
       about probable reasons. 
 
21a. (   ) Inadequacy of background knowledge   
        (   ) Good background knowledge                                         154 = 33.33 %         Total = 462 
 
21b. (   ) Received unsatisfactory grades  
        (   ) Received satisfactory grades 
 
21c. (   ) English is not useful to my career or everyday life          
        (   ) English is useful to my career or everyday life               440 = 95.24 %         Total = 462                                          
 
21d. (   ) Do not like the teaching styles of instructors         
        (   ) Like the teaching styles of instructors                             185 = 40.84 %         Total = 453                                                      
 
21e. (   ) Difficult to understand 
        (   ) Easy to understand                                                           196 = 42.98 %         Total = 456 
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21f. (   ) Boring subject 
       (   ) Interesting subject 
 
21g. (   ) Others: Please specify………………………….………………………… 
         
         
22. What do you think about the time given to the English classes at the academy?       Total = 464 
 
      (   ) Too much: Please give the reason/s ………………          31 = 6.68 %                    
      (   ) Appropriate                                                                      213 = 45.91 % 
      (   ) Too little: Please give the reason/s ……………….        220 = 47.41 % 
 
23. What do you think about the English classroom environment in the RTAFA?  
 
 23a. (   ) Noisy: Please give the reason/s ………………………………….. 
         (   ) Quiet 
 
 23b. (   ) Too dark 
         (   ) Have enough light 
                                                                                          
 23c. (   ) Too hot                                               
         (   ) Too cold                                             
         (   ) Appropriate temperature 
 
 23d. (   ) Need more teaching aids: (for example, TV, video, cassette player, overhead projector, etc.) 
         (   ) Have enough teaching aids                     118 = 25.71 %             Total = 459 
 
 23e. (   ) Others: Please specify ……………………………………………….   
 
 
24. How many students would you prefer in each class while you are studying English in the RTAFA? 
 
        Total = 475                                                                    Please give the reason/s 
 
(   ) No more than 10 students                                       …………………………     144 = 30.32 % 
(   ) 11-20 students                                                         …………………………     196 = 41.26 % 
(   ) 21-30 students                                                         …………………………       79 = 16.63 % 
(   ) No preference about the number of students          ………………………...         45 = 9.47 % 
(   ) Others: Please specify an appropriate number of students …………………        11 = 2.32 % 
 
25. Please indicate the teaching styles of your current instructors at the RTAFA 
       
25a. (   ) Follow the textbooks only 
        (   ) Bring in other materials or external readings 
        (   ) No textbook is used 
 
25b. (   ) Use activities to supplement the teachings                                  227 = 48.61 %        Total = 467 
        (   ) No activity is included 
 
25c. (   ) Speak English in class all the time 
        (   ) Speak Thai in class all the time 
        (   ) Speak both English and Thai in class 
 
25d. (   ) Teacher-centered (instructors talk most of the time) 
        (   ) Student-centered ( students are involved in class activities)       140 = 30.70 %       Total = 456  
 
25e. (   ) Others: Please specify …………………………………………….. 
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APPENDIX 26 
Data of Items on the Instructor Questionnaire Referred to in Chapter 6 
 
601 – 607 = Thai instructors 
608 – 609 = Native English instructors 
X              = Omitted the question 
 
10. What do you think about the English materials used in the RTAFA?             
        
The textbooks: 
 
      10a. (   ) Too difficult for the level of the air cadets    1 
              (   ) Too easy for the level of the air cadets 
(   ) Appropriate for the level of the air cadets    6, 1 
      X =  1 
 
      10b. (   ) Suitable for the cadets’ fields of study           5, 2 
(   ) Not suitable for the cadets’ fields of study     1 
       X  =  1 
 
      10c. (   ) Too old / out-of-date    1, 1 
              (   ) Up-to-date      6, 1 
    
      10d. (   ) Too many exercises 
              (   ) Need more exercises    5, 1 
      X  =  3 ( Enough exercises = 1 ) 
 
      10e. (   ) Too much emphasis on grammatical points     4, 2   
(   ) Need more emphasis on grammatical points    2 
       X  =  1  
 
      10f. (   ) Others: Please specify       X  =  9 
              
Reading materials: (for example, English newspapers, magazines, etc.) 
 
      10g. (   ) Useful:  7, 2          Please give some examples: English newspapers, Aviation magazines, Martial    
                                                  magazines, Materials on Aircraft, cars and traveling. 
(   ) Not useful 
 
      10h. (   ) Necessary      7, 2 
(   ) Not necessary 
 
       10i. (   ) Enough for the number of the air cadets        2, 1 
(   ) Not enough for the number of the air cadets  5, 1 
(   ) No reading materials are available 
 
       10j. (   ) Others:  1  Please specify:  Use my own materials, wish I had more. 
      X  =  8 
Printed materials: (for example, exam papers, materials distributed in class, etc.) 
 
       10k. (   ) Good quality              1 
 (   ) Need improvement    1, 1 
 (   ) Appropriate                5, 1 
 
        10l. (   ) Others:   1  Please specify:   Teacher is free to find and use other materials. 
                      X  =  8 
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15. Given your response to question 14, please choose between each pair of options to 
      show your views about probable reasons. 
 
15a. (   ) Inadequacy of background knowledge         7, 2 
(   ) Good background knowledge 
 
      15b. (   ) Received unsatisfactory grades                     5 
(   ) Received satisfactory grades                         2 
       X  =  2 
 
      15c. (   ) English is not useful to their career or everyday life    2, 1  
                                                                                                         ( Cadets’ opinion =1, 1) 
              
              (   ) English is useful to their career or everyday life           5 
      X  =  1 
                                
      15d. (   ) Do not like the teaching styles of instructors                 5, 1 
(   ) Like the teaching styles of instructors                            2                           
       X  =  1 
 
      15e. (   ) Difficult to understand            5, 1 
              (   ) Easy to understand                  2 
       X  =  1 
 
       15f. (   ) Boring subject                         5, 2 
(   ) Interesting subject                   2 
 
       15g. (   ) Others:  1  Please specify:  Cadets have different motivation. Some think English is important. It is   
                                                                  the teacher’s responsibility to make class interesting.     
                    X  =  8                                                                           
 
                      
16. What do you think about the time given to the English classes in the RTAFA? 
 
      (   ) Too much: Please give the reason/s ………………………………………                                                           
      (   ) Appropriate          3 
      (   ) Too little:             4, 2    Please give the reason/s:   
                                            
- There are too many students in the class. So, not enough time to 
practice all the skills. 
 
- There are two hours / class / week. 
 
- Not enough time to master a difficult language. 
 
- One hour a week is not enough. 
 
 
18. How many students in each class would you prefer while you are teaching English in     
      the RTAFA?                                                                                
                                                                                       Please give the reason/s 
 
      (   ) No more than 10 students      2, 2                      - Easy to have them get some activities. Good and easy to   
                                                                                           take care of them individually. 
 
                                                                                       - Best for student / teacher contact. 
                                                                                 
      (   ) 11-20 students                        5                          ……………………………..........                                                                                
      (   ) 21-30 students                                                   …………………………………… 
      (   ) No preference about the number of students    …………………………………… 
      (   ) Others: Please specify an appropriate number of students ………………………..         
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20. Concerning the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA, please rate the importance of  each skill the   
      cadet should be good at based on your opinion.  
 
       Please place a tick     in the space provided under the column that best suits your opinion. 
 
 
Degree:             Very important    Important       Neutral       Of little importance       Not important 
 
Skill: 
 
20a. Listening           5, 2                     2              ………                 ………                        ……… 
 
20b. Speaking           6, 2                     1              ………                 ………                        ………   
 
20c. Reading             2                         3, 2               2                      ………                        ………  
 
20d. Writing              2                         2, 1               3                            1                           ……… 
 
20e. Conversational  
        English              5, 1                     2, 1         ………                 ………                        ……… 
 
20f. Critical 
       Thinking            4, 1                     2, 1          ………                 ………                        ……… 
       ( X = 1 ) 
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APPENDIX 27 
Patton’s (2002) Complete Itemized Categories 
 
Type Purpose 
Random probability sampling Representativeness: Sample size a function of population size and desired 
confidence level. 
  1. Simple random sample Permit generalization from sample to the population it represents. 
  2.Stratified random and cluster      
     samples 
Increase confidence in making generalization to particular subgroups. 
 
Purposeful sampling Select information-rich cases strategically and purposefully; specific type 
and number of cases selected depends on study purpose and resources.  
  1. Extreme or deviant case      
      (outlier) sampling 
Learning from unusual manifestations of the phenomenon of interest, for 
example, outstanding successes/notable failures; top of the 
class/dropouts; exotic events; crises. 
   2. Intensity sampling Information-rich cases that manifest the phenomenon intensely, but not 
extremely, for example, good students/ poor students; above 
average/below average 
  3. Maximum variation    
      sampling-purposefully picking     
      a wide range of cases to get   
      variation on dimension of   
      interest 
Document unique or diverse variations that have emerged in adapting to 
different conditions. Identify important common patterns that cut across 
variations (cut through that noise of variation). 
  4. Homogeneous sampling Focus; reduce variation; simplify analysis; facilitate group interviewing. 
  5. Typical case sampling Illustrate or highlight what is typical, normal, average. 
  6. Critical case sampling Permits logical generalization and maximum application of information 
to other cases because if it’s true of this one case, it’s likely to be true of 
all other cases. 
  7. Snowball or chain sampling Identify cases of interest from sampling people who know people who 
know people who know what cases are information rich, that is, good 
examples for study, good interview participants. 
  8. Criterion sampling Picking all cases that meet some criterion, for example, all children 
abused in a treatment facility. Quality assurance. 
  9. Theory-based sampling,   
      operational construct sampling,   
      or theoretical sampling 
Finding manifestations of a theoretical construct of interest so as to 
elaborate and examine the construct and its variations. 
  10. Confirming and   
        disconfirming cases 
Elaborating and deepening initial analysis; seeking exceptions; testing 
variation.  
  11. Stratified purposeful   
        sampling 
Illustrate characteristics of particular subgroups of interest; facilitate 
comparisons. 
  12. Opportunistic or emergent    
        sampling 
Following new leads during fieldwork; taking advantage of the 
unexpected; flexibility.  
  13. Purposeful random sampling      
        (still small sample size) 
Add credibility when potential purposeful sample is larger than one can 
handle. Reduces bias within a purposeful category. (Not for 
generalizations or representativeness.) 
  14. Sampling politically important   
        cases 
Attract attention to the study (or avoid attracting undesired attention by 
purposefully eliminating from the sample politically sensitive cases). 
  15. Convenience sampling Do what’s easy to save time, money, and effort. Poorest rationale; lowest 
credibility. Yields information-poor cases. 
  16. Combination or mixed   
        purposeful sampling 
Triangulation; flexibility; meet multiple interests and needs. 
 
 
Source: Patton’s sampling strategies (Patton, 2002, pp. 243-244) 
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APPENDIX 28 
Results from Calculations of Effect Sizes for the Perceptions of Cadets’  
Attitudes towards the Teaching and Learning of English in the RTAFA 
 
 
The results from calculations of effect sizes for each of the comparisons are shown in Tables 
A28.1, A28.2, A28.3, and A28.4. 
 
Table A28.1 Effect size estimates for difference between Years 1 and 2 students on  
Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in 
the RTAFA 
 
Raw score Rasch score Year 2 – Year 1 
(N=87)    (N=109) Year 2 Year 1 Year 2 Year 1 
Mean 26.77 26.83 0.77 0.77 
Mean Difference -0.06 0.00 
Stand. Dev. 4.63 4.52 0.84 0.72 
Pooled Stand. Dev. 4.57 0.78 
Effect Size -0.01    (0.14) 0.00    (0.14) 
 
There was a very small difference between Year 2 and Year 1 on the Perceptions of attitudes 
towards the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors 
for the magnitude of effect. 
 
Table A28.2 Effect size estimates for difference between Years 2 and 3 students on  
                        Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in  
                        the RTAFA 
 
Raw score Rasch score Year 3 – Year 2 
(N=80)    (N=87) Year 3 Year 2 Year 3 Year 2 
Mean 26.75 26.77 0.92 0.77 
Mean Difference -0.02 0.15 
Stand. Dev. 5.36 4.63 0.85 0.84 
Pooled Stand. Dev. 4.99 0.84 
Effect Size 0.00    (0.15) 0.18    (0.16) 
 
There was a very small difference between Year 3 and Year 2 on the Perceptions of attitudes 
towards the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors 
for the magnitude of effect. 
 
 
 
 
 408 
Table A28.3  Effect size estimates for difference between Years 3 and 4 students on  
Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in 
the RTAFA 
 
Raw score Rasch score Year 4 – Year 3 
(N=99)    (N=80) Year 4 Year 3 Year 4 Year 3 
Mean 26.92 26.75 0.79 0.92 
Mean Difference 0.17 -0.13 
Stand. Dev. 5.04 5.36 0.92 0.85 
Pooled Stand. Dev. 5.19 0.89 
Effect Size 0.03    (0.15) -0.15    (0.15) 
 
There was a very small difference between Year 4 and Year 3 on the Perceptions of attitudes 
towards the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors 
for the magnitude of effect. 
 
Table A28.4  Effect size estimates for difference between Years 4 and 5 students on  
Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in 
the RTAFA 
 
Raw score Rasch score Year 5 – Year 4 
(N=95)    (N=99) Year 5 Year 4 Year 5 Year 4 
Mean 28.45 26.92 1.09 0.79 
Mean Difference 1.53 0.30 
Stand. Dev. 4.21 5.04 0.81 0.92 
Pooled Stand. Dev. 4.65 0.87 
Effect Size 0.33    (0.14) 0.34    (0.14) 
 
There was a small difference between Year 5 and Year 4 on the Perceptions of attitudes 
towards the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors 
for the magnitude of effect. 
 
The results from Tables A28.1 to A28.4 inclusive can be summarised as follows.  
The Perceptions of the cadets’ attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the 
RTAFA do not change much at all during the five years of the course of study. 
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APPENDIX 29 
Results from Calculations of Effect Sizes for the Perceptions of Cadets’ 
                           Motivation for Studying English in the RTAFA 
 
The results from calculations of effect sizes for each of the comparisons are shown in Tables 
A29.1, A29.2, A29.3 and A29.4.    
 
Table A29.1 Effect size estimates for difference between Years 1 and 2 students on  
Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA 
 
Raw score Rasch score Year 2 – Year 1 
(N=77)    (N=106) Year 2 Year 1 Year 2 Year 1 
Mean 18.51 18.58 1.36 1.41 
Mean Difference -0.07 -0.05 
Stand. Dev. 2.84 3.49 0.95 1.01 
Pooled Stand. Dev. 3.23 0.99 
Effect Size -0.02    (0.15) -0.05    (0.15) 
 
There was a very small difference between Year 2 and Year 1 on the Perceptions of 
motivation for studying English in the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the 
magnitude of effect.                
 
Table A29.2 Effect size estimates for difference between Years 2 and 3 students on  
                        Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA 
 
Raw score Rasch score Year 3 – Year 2 
(N=74)    (N=77) Year 3 Year 2 Year 3 Year 2 
Mean 19.39 18.51 1.64 1.36 
Mean Difference 0.88 0.28 
Stand. Dev. 2.82 2.84 0.96 0.95 
Pooled Stand. Dev. 2.83 0.95 
Effect Size 0.31    (0.16) 0.29    (0.16) 
 
There was a small difference between Year 3 and Year 2 on the Perceptions of motivation for 
studying English in the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
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Table A29.3  Effect size estimates for difference between Years 3 and 4 students on  
Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA 
 
Raw score Rasch score Year 4 – Year 3 
(N=95)    (N=74) Year 4 Year 3 Year 4 Year 3 
Mean 18.18 19.39 1.29 1.64 
Mean Difference -1.21 -0.35 
Stand. Dev. 3.21 2.82 1 0.96 
Pooled Stand. Dev. 3.05 0.98 
Effect Size -0.40    (0.16) -0.35    (0.16) 
 
There was a small difference between Year 4 and Year 3 on the Perceptions of motivation for 
studying English in the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
Table A29.4 Effect size estimates for difference between Years 4 and 5 students on  
Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA 
 
Raw score Rasch score Year 5 – Year 4 
(N=87)    (N=95) Year 5 Year 4 Year 5 Year 4 
Mean 18.63 18.18 1.43 1.29 
Mean Difference 0.45 0.14 
Stand. Dev. 3.08 3.21 1.01 1 
Pooled Stand. Dev. 3.15 1.00 
Effect Size 0.14    (0.15) 0.14    (0.15) 
 
There was a very small difference between Year 5 and Year 4 on the Perceptions of 
motivation for studying English in the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the 
magnitude of effect. 
 
The results from Tables A29.1 to A29.4 inclusive can be summarised as follows.  
The Perceptions of the cadets’ motivation for studying English do not change much during the 
five years of the course of study in the RTAFA. 
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APPENDIX 30 
Table 3 of Analysis of the Perceptions of Cadets’ Evaluation of the Main Questionnaire 
 
 
C4_3TAB.TXT 
 
 
Chaisri Initial Data Q48-Q54 (Run 1) 
 
 
Item Estimates (Thresholds) In input Order   04/20/05 17:10:25.61 
all on all (N = 475 L = 7 Probability Level = 0.50) 
 
 
ITEM NAME SCORE MAXSCR THRSH INFT OUTFT INFT OUTFT 
   
1 MNSQ MNSQ t t 
48    ev01 142 455 -0.32 
      .22 
1.00 1.03 0.1 0.2 
49    ev02 115 453 0.53 
      .18 
0.86 0.83 -1.6 -1.4 
50    ev03 150 453 -0.69 
      .25 
0.96 0.93 -0.2 -0.2 
51    ev04 118 449 0.42 
      .18 
1.08 1.13 0.9 1.0 
52    ev05 141 460 -0.20 
      .21 
0.95 0.77 -0.4 -1.3 
53    ev06 87 459 1.26 
      .16 
1.15 1.24 2.8 2.1 
54    ev07 159 463 -1.00 
      .27 
0.97 0.88 -0.1 -0.3 
Mean   0.00 1.00 0.97 0.2 0.0 
SD   0.78 0.09 0.17 1.4 1.2 
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APPENDIX 31 
Results from Calculations of Effect Sizes for the Perceptions of Cadets’ 
Evaluation of the Main Questionnaire 
 
The results from calculations of effect sizes for each of the comparisons are shown in Tables 
A31.1, A31.2, A31.3 and A31.4.                 
 
Table A31.1 Effect size estimates for difference between Years 1 and 2 students on  
Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire 
 
Raw score Rasch score Year 2 – Year 1 
(N=42)    (N=36) Year 2 Year 1 Year 2 Year 1 
Mean 5.1 5.42 1.36 1.51 
Mean Difference -0.32 -0.15 
Stand. Dev. 1.25 1.00 0.82 0.77 
Pooled Stand. Dev. 1.14 0.80 
Effect Size -0.28    (0.23) -0.19    (0.23) 
 
There was a small difference between Year 2 and Year 1 on the Perceptions of evaluation of 
the questionnaire scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
Table A31.2 Effect size estimates for difference between Years 2 and 3 students on  
                        Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire 
 
Raw score Rasch score Year 3 – Year 2 
(N=38)    (N=42) Year 3 Year 2 Year 3 Year 2 
Mean 5 5.1 1.23 1.36 
Mean Difference -0.10 -0.13 
Stand. Dev. 1.38 1.25 0.98 0.82 
Pooled Stand. Dev. 1.31 0.90 
Effect Size -0.08    (0.22) -0.14    (0.22) 
 
There was a very small difference between Year 3 and Year 2 on the Perceptions of 
evaluation of the questionnaire scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
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Table A31.3 Effect size estimates for difference between Years 3 and 4 students on  
Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire 
 
Raw score Rasch score Year 4 – Year 3 
(N=41)    (N=38) Year 4 Year 3 Year 4 Year 3 
Mean 5.34 5 1.41 1.23 
Mean Difference 0.34 0.18 
Stand. Dev. 0.91 1.38 0.74 0.98 
Pooled Stand. Dev. 1.16 0.86 
Effect Size 0.29    (0.23) 0.21    (0.23`) 
 
There was a small difference between Year 4 and Year 3 on the Perceptions of evaluation of 
the questionnaire scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
Table A31.4 Effect size estimates for difference between Years 4 and 5 students on  
Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire 
 
Raw score Rasch score Year 5 – Year 4 
(N=19)    (N=41) Year 5 Year 4 Year 5 Year 4 
Mean 4.95 5.34 1.24 1.41 
Mean Difference -0.39 -0.17 
Stand. Dev. 1.47 0.91 1 0.74 
Pooled Stand. Dev. 1.11 0.83 
Effect Size -0.35    (0.28) -0.20    (0.28) 
 
There was a small difference between Year 5 and Year 4 on the Perceptions of evaluation of 
the questionnaire scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
The results from Tables A31.1 to A31.4 inclusive can be summarised as follows.  
The cadets’ Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire do not change much during the five 
years of the course of study in the RTAFA. 
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APPENDIX 32 
Exact Matches on the Cadet and Instructor Questionnaires 
 
C1 DATA :   Curriculum   (cu) 
 
                                   Cadet                                                      Instructor 
 
          Question #     Coding #     Renumber          Question #     Coding #     Renumber     
 
cu01       14a               34                  1          cu01        9a                25                  1                      
cu02       14b               35                  2          cu02        9b                26                  2                        
cu03       14c               36                  3          cu03        9c                27                  3                       
cu04       14d               37                  4          cu04        9d                28                  4                         
cu05       14e               38                  5          cu05        9e                29                  5                         
cu06       14f               39                  6           cu06       9f                 30                  6                       
cu07                                                                                                                                  
cu08       17a               43                  8          cu08       10a               32                  7                          
cu09       17b               44                  9          cu09       10b               33                 8                            
cu10       17c               45                 10         cu10       10c               34                  9                           
cu11       17g               49                 11         cu11       10g               38                10                           
cu12       17h               50                 12         cu12       10h               39                11                           
cu13       17i                51                 13         cu13       10i                40                12                          
cu14       17k               53                 14         cu14       10k               42                13                          
cu15       19(a)             56                 15         cu15      12(a)             45                14                           
cu16       19(b)             57                 16        cu16       12(b)            46                15                          
cu17       19(c)             58                 17        cu17       12(c)             47                16                         
cu18       19(d)             59                 18        cu18       12(d)            48                17                          
cu19       19(e)             60                 19        cu19       12(e)             49                18                         
cu20       19(f)             61                  20        cu20      12(f)              50                19    
 
 
C2 DATA :   Attitudes towards English teaching and learning   (en) 
 
                                   Cadet                                                       Instructor 
 
          Question #     Coding #     Renumber          Question #     Coding #     Renumber     
 
en01       20                 63                 21        en01        13                52                 20 
                                                                     en02         
en02       21a               64                 22        en03        15a              54                  22 
en03       21b               65                 23        en04        15b             55                  23 
en04       21c               66                 24        en05        15c              56                  24 
en05       21d               67                 25        en06        15d             57                  25 
en06       21e               68                 26        en07        15e              58                  26 
en07       21f                69                 27        en08        15f              59                  27 
en08       22                 71                 28        en09        16               61                  28 
en09       23a               72                 29        en10        17a              62                  29 
en10       23b               73                 30        en11        17b             63                  30 
en11       23c               74                 31        en12        17c              64                  31 
en12       23d               75                 32        en13        17d             65                  32 
en13       25a               78                 33        en14        19a             68                  33 
en14       25b               79                 34        en15        19b            69                   34 
en15       25d               81                 35        en16        19d            71                   35 
en16       26a               83                 36        en17        20a             73                  36 
en17       26b               84                 37        en18        20b            74                   37 
en18       26c               85                 38        en19        20c             75                  38 
en19       26d               86                 39        en20        20d             76                  39 
en20       26e               87                 40        en21        20e             77                   40 
en21       26f               88                  41        en22        20f             78                   41 
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C3 DATA :   Motivation   (mo) 
 
None of the questions in this section (Section 5) on the cadet’s questionnaire and the instructor’s questionnaire 
matches. 
 
 
 
                                 
C4 DATA :   Evaluation   (ev)                  
                                                
                           Cadet                                                       Instructor 
 
          Question #     Coding #     Renumber          Question #     Coding #     Renumber     
                                                                 
ev01        33                95                48          ev01       25                83                  46 
ev02        34                96                49          ev02       26                84                  47 
ev03        35                97                50          ev03       27                85                  48 
ev04        36                98                51          ev04       28                86                  49 
ev05        37                99                52          ev05       29                87                  50 
ev06        38              100                53          ev06       30                88                  51 
ev07        39              101                54          ev07       31                89                  52 
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APPENDIX 33 
      Results from Calculations of Effect Sizes for Comparisons of  
Combined Perceptions of the English Curriculum  
 
The results from calculations of effect sizes for each of the comparisons are shown in Tables 
A33.1, A33.2, A33.3, A33.4 and A33.5.       
 
Table A33.1 Effect size estimates for difference between Instructors and Year 1 
students on Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA 
 
Raw score Rasch score Year 1–Instructor  
(N=109)    (N=9) Year 1 Instructor Year 1 Instructor 
Mean 12.05 14 0.59 1.39 
Mean Difference -1.95 -0.80 
Stand. Dev. 2.90 3.67 0.87 0.92 
Pooled Stand. Dev. 2.96 0.87 
Effect Size -0.65 -0.91 
 
There was a large difference between Instructors and Year 1 students on the Perceptions of the English 
curriculum of the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
Table A33.2 Effect size estimates for difference between Instructors and Year 2  
students on Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA 
 
Raw score Rasch score Year 2–Instructor 
(N=89)    (N=9) Year 2 Instructor Year 2 Instructor 
Mean 11.01 14 0.33 1.39 
Mean Difference -2.99 -1.06 
Stand. Dev. 2.78 3.67 0.77 0.92 
Pooled Stand. Dev. 2.86 0.78 
Effect Size -1.04 -1.34 
 
There was a large difference between Instructors and Year 2 students on the Perceptions of the English 
curriculum of the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
Table A33.3 Effect size estimates for difference between Instructors and Year 3 
students on Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA 
 
Raw score Rasch score Year 3–Instructor 
(N=81)    (N=9) Year 3 Instructor Year 3 Instructor 
Mean 11.36 14 0.43 1.39 
Mean Difference -2.64 -0.96 
Stand. Dev. 3.09 3.67 0.90 0.92 
Pooled Stand. Dev. 3.15 0.90 
Effect Size -0.83 -1.06 
 
There was a large difference between Instructors and Year 3 students on the Perceptions of the English 
curriculum of the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
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Table A33.4  Effect size estimates for difference between Instructors and Year 4    
                        students on Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA 
 
Raw score Rasch score Year 4–Instructor 
(N=99)       (N=9) Year 4 Instructor Year 4 Instructor 
Mean 11.53 14 0.44 1.39 
Mean Difference -2.47 -0.95 
Stand. Dev. 3.48 3.67 1.08 0.92 
Pooled Stand. Dev. 3.49 1.07 
Effect Size -0.70 -0.88 
 
There was a large difference between Instructors and Year 4 students on the Perceptions of the English 
curriculum of the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
Table A33.5  Effect size estimates for difference between Instructors and Year 5                           
                        students on Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA 
 
Raw score Rasch score Year 5–Instructor 
(N=95)       (N=9) Year 5 Instructor Year 5 Instructor 
Mean 11.39 14 0.44 1.39 
Mean Difference -2.61 -0.95 
Stand. Dev. 3.51 3.67 1.05 0.92 
Pooled Stand. Dev. 3.52 1.04 
Effect Size -0.74 -0.91 
 
There was a large difference between Instructors and Year 5 students on the Perceptions of the English 
curriculum of the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
The results from Tables A33.1 to A33.5 inclusive can be summarised as follows.  
The Perceptions of the English curriculum of the instructors and the cadets of Year 1, Year 2, 
Year 3, Year 4 and Year 5 differ much. The largest difference is in Year 2 (-1.34), followed 
by Year 3 (-1.06), Year 1 and Year 5 (-0.91) and Year 4 (-0.88).      
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APPENDIX 34 
Results from Calculations of Effect Sizes for Comparisons of 
Category Question 5 (Bangkok or Non-Bangkok Hometown) 
 
The results from calculations of effect sizes for each comparison are shown in Tables A34.1, 
A34.2, A34.3 and A34.4. 
 
Table A34.1 Effect size estimates for difference between C1 Bangkok and C1 Non 
Bangkok on Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C1 Bkk–Non Bkk  
(N=156)   (N=315) Bkk Non Bkk   
Mean 0.35 0.50   
Mean Difference -0.15  
Stand. Dev. 0.98 0.82   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.88  
Effect Size -0.17  
 
There was a very small difference between C1 Bangkok and C1 Non Bangkok on the 
Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the 
magnitude of effect. 
 
Table A34.2 Effect size estimates for difference between C2 Bangkok and C2 Non 
Bangkok on Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of 
English in the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C2 Bkk–Non Bkk  
(N=156)   (N=312) Bkk Non Bkk   
Mean 0.85 0.88   
Mean Difference -0.03  
Stand. Dev. 0.88 0.81   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.83  
Effect Size -0.04  
 
There was a very small difference between C2 Bangkok and C2 Non Bangkok on the 
Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA scale, 
using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
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Table A34.3 Effect size estimates for difference between C3 Bangkok and C3 Non 
Bangkok on Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C3 Bkk–Non Bkk  
(N=142)   (N=295) Bkk Non Bkk   
Mean 1.44 1.41   
Mean Difference 0.03  
Stand. Dev. 1.04 0.97   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.99  
Effect Size 0.03  
 
There was a very small difference between C3 Bangkok and C3 Non Bangkok on the 
Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors 
for the magnitude of effect. 
 
Table A34.4 Effect size estimates for difference between C4 Bangkok and C4 Non    
                        Bangkok on Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire 
 
Rasch score  C4 Bkk–Non Bkk  
(N=56)    (N=118) Bkk Non Bkk   
Mean 1.28 1.41   
Mean Difference -0.13  
Stand. Dev. 0.79 0.87   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.85  
Effect Size -0.15  
 
There was a very small difference between C4 Bangkok and C4 Non Bangkok on the 
Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the 
magnitude of effect. 
 
The results from Tables A34.1 to A34.4 inclusive can be summarised as follows.  
The fact that the cadets were from Bangkok or Others (Non Bangkok) does not have much 
influence at all on the Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA (C1), the 
Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA (C2), the 
Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA (C3), and the Perceptions of 
evaluation of the questionnaire (C4).     
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APPENDIX 35 
Results from Calculations of Effect Sizes for Comparisons of 
Category Question 6 (Relatives with English as a Native Language) 
 
The results from calculations of effect sizes for each comparison are shown in Tables A35.1, 
A35.2, A35.3 and A35.4. 
 
Table A35.1 Effect size estimates for difference between C1 No Relatives and C1 Have 
Relatives on Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C1 NoR – Have R  
(N=452)   (N=20) No Relative Have Relative   
Mean 0.46 0.15   
Mean Difference 0.31  
Stand. Dev. 0.86 1.17   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.87  
Effect Size 0.35  
 
There was a small difference between C1 No Relatives and C1 Have Relatives on the 
Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the 
magnitude of effect. 
 
Table A35.2 Effect size estimates for difference between C2 No Relatives and C2 Have 
Relatives on Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of 
English in the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C2 NoR – Have R  
(N=449)   (N=20) No Relative Have Relative   
Mean 0.87 0.90   
Mean Difference -0.03  
Stand. Dev. 0.84 0.61   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.83  
Effect Size -0.04  
 
There was a very small difference between C2 No Relatives and C2 Have Relatives on the 
Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA scale, 
using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
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Table A35.3 Effect size estimates for difference between C3 No Relatives and C3 Have 
Relatives on Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C3 NoR – Have R  
(N=420)   (N=18) No Relative Have Relative   
Mean 1.42 1.49   
Mean Difference -0.07  
Stand. Dev. 0.99 1.08   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.99  
Effect Size -0.07  
 
There was a very small difference between C3 No Relatives and C3 Have Relatives on the 
Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors 
for the magnitude of effect. 
 
Table A35.4 Effect size estimates for difference between C4 No Relatives and C4 Have   
                        Relatives on Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire 
 
Rasch score  C4 NoR – Have R  
(N=164)   (N=10) No Relative Have Relative   
Mean 1.38 1.22   
Mean Difference 0.16  
Stand. Dev. 0.84 0.99   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.85  
Effect Size 0.19  
 
There was a very small difference between C4 No Relatives and C4 Have Relatives on the 
Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the 
magnitude of effect. 
 
The results from Tables A35.1 to A35.4 inclusive can be summarised as follows.  
The fact that the cadets have parents, brothers and sisters, or relatives who speak English as a 
native language or not does not have much influence on the Perceptions of the English 
curriculum of the RTAFA (C1), the Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning 
of English in the RTAFA (C2), the Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the 
RTAFA (C3), and the Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire (C4).     
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APPENDIX 36 
Results from Calculations of Effect Sizes for Comparisons of 
Category Question 7 (Speaking English with Relatives who are Native English Speakers) 
 
 
The results from calculations of effect sizes for each comparison are shown in Tables A36.1, 
A36.2, A36.3 and A36.4. 
 
Table A36.1 Effect size estimates for difference between C1 Not Speak and C1 Speak 
English on Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C1 Not Spk – Spk             
(N=11)         (N=8) Not Speak Speak English   
Mean 0.33 -0.24   
Mean Difference 0.57  
Stand. Dev. 0.81 1.53   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 1.16  
Effect Size 0.47  
 
There was a medium difference between C1 Not Speak English and C1 Speak English on the 
Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the 
magnitude of effect. 
 
Table A36.2 Effect size estimates for difference between C2 Not Speak and C2 Speak 
English on Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of 
English in the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C2 Not Spk – Spk  
(N=11)         (N=8) Not Speak Speak English   
Mean 0.72 1.07   
Mean Difference -0.35  
Stand. Dev. 0.72 0.39   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.61  
Effect Size -0.55  
 
There was a medium difference between C2 Not Speak English and C2 Speak English on the 
Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA scale, 
using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
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Table A36.3 Effect size estimates for difference between C3 Not Speak and C3 Speak 
English on Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C3 Not Spk – Spk  
(N=10)         (N=7) Not Speak Speak English   
Mean 1.22 1.60   
Mean Difference -0.38  
Stand. Dev. 0.94 1.12   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 1.02  
Effect Size -0.35  
 
There was a small difference between C3 Not Speak English and C3 Speak English on the 
Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors 
for the magnitude of effect. 
 
Table A36.4 Effect size estimates for difference between C4 Not Speak and C4 Speak   
                        English on Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire 
 
Rasch score  C4 Not Spk – Spk  
(N=5)           (N=4) Not Speak Speak English   
Mean 1.26 1.23   
Mean Difference 0.03  
Stand. Dev. 0.72 1.51   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 1.13  
Effect Size 0.02  
 
There was a very small difference between C4 Not Speak English and C4 Speak English on 
the Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the 
magnitude of effect. 
 
The results from Tables A36.1 to A36.4 inclusive can be summarised as follows.  
The fact that the cadets, having parents, brothers and sisters, or relatives who speak English as 
a native language, speak English to these persons has an influence on the Perceptions of the 
English curriculum of the RTAFA (C1) and the Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching 
and learning of English in the RTAFA (C2). However, this does not have much influence on 
the Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA (C3), and on the 
Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire (C4).     
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APPENDIX 37 
Results from Calculations of Effect Sizes for Pairwise Comparisons of 
Category Question 8 (Influence of the 1st Foreign Language Learned) 
 
The results from calculations of effect sizes for each comparison are shown in Tables A37.1, 
A37.2, A37.3, A37.4, A37.5, A37.6, A37.7, A37.8, A37.9, A37.10, A37.11, and A37.12. 
 
Table A37.1 Effect size estimates for difference between C1 Chinese and C1 English on 
Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C1 Chinese – Eng             
(N=12)     (N=426) Chinese English   
Mean 0.11 0.46   
Mean Difference -0.35  
Stand. Dev. 1.37 0.87   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.89  
Effect Size -0.39  
 
There was a small difference between C1 Chinese and C1 English on the Perceptions of the English curriculum 
of the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
Table A37.2 Effect size estimates for difference between C2 Chinese and C2 English on 
Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in 
the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C2 Chinese – Eng  
(N=12)     (N=423) Chinese English   
Mean 1.15 0.88   
Mean Difference 0.27  
Stand. Dev. 0.83 0.84   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.84  
Effect Size 0.32  
 
There was a small difference between C2 Chinese and C2 English on the Perceptions of attitudes towards the 
teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
Table A37.3 Effect size estimates for difference between C3 Chinese and C3 English on 
Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C3 Chinese – Eng  
(N=12)     (N=395) Chinese English   
Mean 1.18 1.44   
Mean Difference -0.26  
Stand. Dev. 1.01 1.00   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 1.00  
Effect Size -0.26  
 
There was a small difference between C3 Chinese and C3 English on the Perceptions of motivation for studying 
English in the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
 425 
Table A37.4 Effect size estimates for difference between C4 Chinese and C4 English on   
                        Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire 
 
Rasch score  C4 Chinese – Eng  
(N=6)       (N=154) Chinese English   
Mean 1.13 1.39   
Mean Difference -0.26  
Stand. Dev. 1.18 0.83   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.84  
Effect Size -0.31  
 
There was a small difference between C4 Chinese and C4 English on the Perceptions of evaluation of the 
questionnaire scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
The results from Tables A37.1 to A37.4 inclusive can be summarised as follows.  
The issue whether the cadets started to learn Chinese or English first does not have much influence on the 
Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA (C1), the Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and 
learning of English in the RTAFA (C2), the Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA (C3), 
and the Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire (C4).     
 
Table A37.5 Effect size estimates for difference between C1 Chinese and C1 Laos on 
Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C1 Chinese –Laos             
(N=12)       (N=24) Chinese Laos   
Mean 0.11 0.42   
Mean Difference -0.31  
Stand. Dev. 1.37 0.93   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 1.09  
Effect Size -0.28  
 
There was a small difference between C1 Chinese and C1 Laos on the Perceptions of the English curriculum of 
the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
Table A37.6 Effect size estimates for difference between C2 Chinese and C2 Laos on 
Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in 
the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C2 Chinese –Laos  
(N=12)       (N=24) Chinese Laos   
Mean 1.15 0.80   
Mean Difference 0.35  
Stand. Dev. 0.83 0.88   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.86  
Effect Size 0.40  
 
There was a small difference between C2 Chinese and C2 Laos on the Perceptions of attitudes towards the 
teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
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Table A37.7 Effect size estimates for difference between C3 Chinese and C3 Laos on 
Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C3 Chinese –Laos  
(N=12)       (N=23) Chinese Laos   
Mean 1.18 1.17   
Mean Difference 0.01  
Stand. Dev. 1.01 0.79   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.87  
Effect Size 0.01  
 
There was a very small difference between C3 Chinese and C3 Laos on the Perceptions of motivation for 
studying English in the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
Table A37.8 Effect size estimates for difference between C4 Chinese and C4 Laos on   
                        Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire 
 
Rasch score  C4 Chinese –Laos  
(N=6)         (N=10) Chinese Laos   
Mean 1.13 1.04   
Mean Difference 0.09  
Stand. Dev. 1.18 0.89   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 1.00  
Effect Size 0.08  
 
There was a very small difference between C4 Chinese and C4 Laos on the Perceptions of evaluation of the 
questionnaire scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
The results from Tables A37.5 to A37.8 inclusive can be summarised as follows.  
The issue whether the cadets started to learn Chinese or Laos first does not have much influence on the 
Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA (C1), the Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and 
learning of English in the RTAFA (C2), the Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA (C3), 
and the Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire (C4).     
 
Table A37.9 Effect size estimates for difference between C1 English and C1 Laos on 
Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C1 English –Laos             
(N=426)     (N=24) English Laos   
Mean 0.46 0.42   
Mean Difference 0.04  
Stand. Dev. 0.87 0.93   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.87  
Effect Size 0.05  
 
There was a very small difference between C1 English and C1 Laos on the Perceptions of the English 
curriculum of the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
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Table A37.10 Effect size estimates for difference between C2 English and C2 Laos on 
Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in 
the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C2 English –Laos  
(N=423)     (N=24) English Laos   
Mean 0.88 0.80   
Mean Difference 0.08  
Stand. Dev. 0.84 0.88   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.84  
Effect Size 0.09  
 
There was a very small difference between C2 English and C2 Laos on the Perceptions of attitudes towards the 
teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
Table A37.11 Effect size estimates for difference between C3 English and C3 Laos on 
Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C3 English –Laos  
(N=395)     (N=23) English Laos   
Mean 1.44 1.17   
Mean Difference 0.27  
Stand. Dev. 1.00 0.79   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.99  
Effect Size 0.27  
 
There was a small difference between C3 English and C3 Laos on the Perceptions of motivation for studying 
English in the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
Table A37.12 Effect size estimates for difference between C4 English and C4 Laos on   
                        Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire 
 
Rasch score  C4 English –Laos  
(N=154)     (N=10) English Laos   
Mean 1.39 1.04   
Mean Difference 0.35  
Stand. Dev. 0.83 0.89   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.83  
Effect Size 0.42  
 
There was a small difference between C4 English and C4 Laos on the Perceptions of evaluation of the 
questionnaire scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
The results from Tables A37.9 to A37.12 inclusive can be summarised as follows.  
The issue whether the cadets started to learn English or Laos first does not have much influence on the 
Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA (C1), the Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and 
learning of English in the RTAFA (C2), the Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA (C3), 
and the Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire (C4).     
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APPENDIX 38 
Results from Calculations of Effect Sizes for Comparisons of Category Question 27 
(Prior or No Prior Experience Studying English with Native English Instructors) 
 
 
The results from calculations of effect sizes for each comparison are shown in Tables A38.1, 
A38.2, A38.3 and A38.4. 
 
Table A38.1 Effect size estimates for difference between C1 No Native English 
Instructors (No E Instr) and C1 Studied with Native English Instructors 
(Eng Instr) on Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C1 No – Eng Instr  
(N=160)   (N=313) No E Instr Eng Instr   
Mean 0.65 0.35   
Mean Difference 0.30  
Stand. Dev. 0.89 0.86   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.87  
Effect Size 0.34  
 
There was a small difference between C1 No Native English Instructors and C1 Studied with 
Native English Instructors on the Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA scale, 
using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
Table A38.2 Effect size estimates for difference between C2 No Native English 
Instructors (No E Instr) and C2 Studied with Native English Instructors 
(Eng Instr) on Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning 
of English in the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C2 No – Eng Instr  
(N=159)   (N=311) No E Instr Eng Instr   
Mean 0.84 0.88   
Mean Difference -0.04  
Stand. Dev. 0.96 0.77   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.84  
Effect Size -0.05  
 
There was a very small difference between C2 No Native English Instructors and C2 Studied 
with Native English Instructors on the Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and 
learning of English in the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of 
effect. 
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Table A38.3 Effect size estimates for difference between C3 No Native English 
Instructors (No E Instr) and C3 Studied with Native English Instructors 
(Eng Instr) on Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the 
RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C3 No – Eng Instr  
(N=147)   (N=292) No E Instr Eng Instr   
Mean 1.27 1.49   
Mean Difference -0.22  
Stand. Dev. 0.98 0.99   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.99  
Effect Size -0.22  
 
There was a small difference between C3 No Native English Instructors and C3 Studied with 
Native English Instructors on the Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the 
RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
Table A38.4 Effect size estimates for difference between C4 No Native English   
                        Instructors (No E Instr) and C4 Studied with Native English Instructors   
                        (Eng Instr) on Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire 
 
Rasch score  C4 No – Eng Instr  
(N=53)   (N=122) No E Instr Eng Instr   
Mean 1.27 1.39   
Mean Difference -0.12  
Stand. Dev. 0.85 0.85   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.85  
Effect Size -0.14  
 
There was a very small difference between C4 No Native English Instructors and C4 Studied 
with Native English Instructors on the Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire scale, 
using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
The results from Tables A38.2 to A38.4 inclusive can be summarised as follows.  
The fact that the cadets had a chance to study English with native English instructors before 
attending the Royal Thai Air Force Academy or not does not have much influence on the 
Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA (C1), the Perceptions of attitudes 
towards the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA (C2), the Perceptions of 
motivation for studying English in the RTAFA (C3), and the Perceptions of evaluation of the 
questionnaire (C4).     
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APPENDIX 39 
Results from Calculations of Effect Sizes for Comparisons of 
Category Question 28 (Preference for Category of Instructors) 
 
The results from calculations of effect sizes for each comparison are shown in Tables A39.1, 
A39.2, A39.3, A39.4, A39.5, A39.6, A39.7, A39.8, A39.9, A39.10, A39.11 and A39.12. 
 
Table A39.1 Effect size estimates for difference between C1 Native English Instructors 
only (Native Eng) and C1 Both Thai and Native English Instructors (Thai 
& Eng) on Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C1 Eng – T & E  
(N=52)   (N=246) Native Eng Thai & Eng   
Mean 0.09 0.37   
Mean Difference -0.28  
Stand. Dev. 0.87 0.85   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.85  
Effect Size -0.33  
 
There was a small difference between C1 Native English Instructors only and C1 Both Thai and Native English 
Instructors on the Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the 
magnitude of effect. 
 
Table A39.2 Effect size estimates for difference between C2 Native English Instructors 
only (Native Eng) and C2 Both Thai and Native English Instructors (Thai 
& Eng) on Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of 
English in the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C2 Eng –T & E  
(N=52)   (N=245) Native Eng Thai & Eng   
Mean 0.92 0.88   
Mean Difference 0.04  
Stand. Dev. 0.72 0.78   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.77  
Effect Size 0.05  
 
There was a very small difference between C2 Native English Instructors only and C2 Both Thai and Native 
English Instructors on the Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA 
scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
 431 
Table A39.3 Effect size estimates for difference between C3 Native English Instructors 
only (Native Eng) and C3 Both Thai and Native English Instructors (Thai 
& Eng) on Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C3 Eng – T & E 
(N=46)   (N=232) Native Eng Thai & Eng   
Mean 1.56 1.51   
Mean Difference 0.05  
Stand. Dev. 0.95 1.01   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 1.00  
Effect Size 0.05  
 
There was a very small difference between C3 Native English Instructors only and C3 Both Thai and Native 
English Instructors on the Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s 
descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
Table A39.4 Effect size estimates for difference between C4 Native English Instructors   
                        only (Native Eng) and C4 Both Thai and Native English Instructors (Thai   
                        & Eng) on Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire 
 
Rasch score  C4 Eng – T & E 
(N=23)   (N=95) Native Eng Thai & Eng   
Mean 1.15 1.45   
Mean Difference -0.30  
Stand. Dev. 0.99 0.80   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.84  
Effect Size -0.36  
 
There was a small difference between C4 Native English Instructors only and C4 Both Thai and Native English 
Instructors on the Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the 
magnitude of effect. 
 
The results from Tables A39.1 to A39.4 inclusive can be summarised as follows.  
The cadets who preferred to have native English instructors only and those who preferred to have both Thai and 
native English instructors do not differ much in relation to the Perceptions of the English curriculum of the 
RTAFA (C1), the Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA (C2), the 
Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA (C3), and the Perceptions of evaluation of the 
questionnaire (C4).     
 
Table A39.5 Effect size estimates for difference between C1 Thai Instructors only 
(Thai) and C1 Both Thai and Native English Instructors (Thai & Eng) on 
Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C1 Thai – T & E  
(N=9)   (N=246) Thai  Thai & Eng   
Mean 0.86 0.37   
Mean Difference 0.49  
Stand. Dev. 0.67 0.85   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.84  
Effect Size 0.58  
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There was a medium difference between C1 Thai Instructors only and C1 Both Thai and Native English 
Instructors on the Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the 
magnitude of effect. 
 
Table A39.6 Effect size estimates for difference between C2 Thai Instructors only 
(Thai) and C2 Both Thai and Native English Instructors (Thai & Eng) on 
Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in 
the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C2 Thai –T & E  
(N=8)   (N=245) Thai Thai & Eng   
Mean 0.64 0.88   
Mean Difference -0.24  
Stand. Dev. 0.70 0.78   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.78  
Effect Size -0.31  
 
There was a small difference between C2 Thai Instructors only and C2 Both Thai and Native English Instructors 
on the Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s 
descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
Table A39.7 Effect size estimates for difference between C3 Thai Instructors only 
(Thai) and C3 Both Thai and Native English Instructors (Thai & Eng) on 
Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C3 Thai – T & E 
(N=8)   (N=232) Thai Thai & Eng   
Mean 0.64 1.51   
Mean Difference -0.87  
Stand. Dev. 0.54 1.01   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 1.00  
Effect Size -0.87  
 
There was a large difference between C3 Thai Instructors only and C3 Both Thai and Native English Instructors 
on the Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the 
magnitude of effect. 
 
Table A39.8  Effect size estimates for difference between C4 Thai Instructors only                          
                         (Thai) and C4 Both Thai and Native English Instructors (Thai & Eng) on   
                         Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire 
 
Rasch score  C4 Thai – T & E 
(N=2)   (N=95) Thai Thai & Eng   
Mean 0.83 1.45   
Mean Difference -0.63  
Stand. Dev. 1.63 0.80   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.81  
Effect Size -0.76  
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There was a large difference between C4 Thai Instructors only and C4 Both Thai and Native English Instructors 
on the Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of 
effect. 
 
The results from Tables A39.5 to A39.8 inclusive can be summarised as follows.  
The cadets who preferred to have Thai instructors only and those who preferred to have both Thai and native 
English instructors have different perceptions for the Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA (C1), 
the Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA (C3), and the Perceptions of evaluation of the 
questionnaire (C4). However, they do not differ much on the Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and 
learning of English in the RTAFA (C2). 
 
Table A39.9 Effect size estimates for difference between C1 Thai Instructors only 
(Thai) and C1 Native English Instructors only (English) on Perceptions of 
the English curriculum of the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C1 Thai – English  
(N=9)   (N=52) Thai  English   
Mean 0.86 0.09   
Mean Difference 0.77  
Stand. Dev. 0.67 0.87   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.85  
Effect Size 0.90  
 
There was a large difference between C1 Thai Instructors only and C1 Native English Instructors only on the 
Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of 
effect. 
 
Table A39.10 Effect size estimates for difference between C2 Thai Instructors only 
(Thai) and C2 Native English Instructors only (English) on Perceptions of 
attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C1 Thai – English  
(N=8)   (N=52) Thai  English   
Mean 0.64 0.92   
Mean Difference -0.28  
Stand. Dev. 0.70 0.72   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.72  
Effect Size -0.39  
 
There was a small difference between C2 Thai Instructors only and C2 Native English Instructors only on the 
Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s 
descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
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Table A39.11 Effect size estimates for difference between C3 Thai Instructors only 
(Thai) and C3 Native English Instructors only (English) on Perceptions of 
motivation for studying English in the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C1 Thai – English  
(N=8)   (N=46) Thai  English   
Mean 0.64 1.56   
Mean Difference -0.92  
Stand. Dev. 0.54 0.95   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.91  
Effect Size -1.00  
 
There was a large difference between C3 Thai Instructors only and C3 Native English Instructors only on the 
Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude 
of effect. 
 
Table A39.12 Effect size estimates for difference between C4 Thai Instructors only 
(Thai) and C4 Native English Instructors only (English) on Perceptions of 
evaluation of the questionnaire 
 
Rasch score  C1 Thai – English  
(N=2)   (N=23) Thai  English   
Mean 0.83 1.15   
Mean Difference -0.33  
Stand. Dev. 1.63 0.99   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 1.03  
Effect Size -0.31  
 
There was a small difference between C4 Thai Instructors only and C4 Native English Instructors only on the 
Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
The results from Tables A39.9 to A39.12 inclusive can be summarised as follows.  
The cadets who preferred to have Thai instructors only have much different perceptions from those who 
preferred to have native English instructors only on the Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA 
(C1) and the Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA (C3). However, they do not differ 
much on the Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA (C2) and the 
Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire (C4). 
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APPENDIX 40 
Results from Calculations of Effect Sizes for Comparisons of 
Category Question 31 (Students’ Grades for English) 
 
The results from calculations of effect sizes for each comparison are shown in Tables A40.1 
to A40.24. 
 
Table A40.1 Effect size estimates for difference between C1 Students with A Grade and 
C1 Students with B Grade on Perceptions of the English curriculum of the 
RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C1   A   –   B    (N=44)   
(N=116) A Grade B Grade   
Mean 0.29 0.49   
Mean Difference -0.20  
Stand. Dev. 1.00 0.92   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.94  
Effect Size -0.21  
 
There was a small difference between C1 Students with A Grade and C1 Students with B Grade on the 
Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of 
effect. 
 
Table A40.2 Effect size estimates for difference between C2 Students with A Grade and 
C2 Students with B Grade on Perceptions of attitudes towards the 
teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C2   A   -   B (N=43)   
(N=116) A Grade B Grade   
Mean 1.18 0.97   
Mean Difference 0.21  
Stand. Dev. 0.78 0.91   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.88  
Effect Size 0.24  
 
There was a small difference between C2 Students with A Grade and C2 Students with B Grade on the 
Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s 
descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
Table A40.3 Effect size estimates for difference between C3 Students with A Grade and 
C3 Students with B Grade on Perceptions of motivation for studying 
English in the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C3   A   -   B (N=37)   
(N=111) A Grade B Grade   
Mean 1.86 1.53   
Mean Difference 0.33  
Stand. Dev. 1.14 0.99   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 1.03  
Effect Size 0.32  
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There was a small difference between C3 Students with A Grade and C3 Students with B Grade on the 
Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude 
of effect. 
 
Table A40.4 Effect size estimates for difference between C4 Students with A Grade and   
                        C4 Students with B Grade on Perceptions of evaluation of the                           
                        questionnaire 
 
Rasch score  C4   A   -   B  (N=15)   
(N=39) A Grade B Grade   
Mean 1.49 1.45   
Mean Difference 0.04  
Stand. Dev. 0.68 0.67   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.67  
Effect Size 0.06  
 
There was a very small difference between C4 Students with A Grade and C4 Students with B Grade on the 
Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
The results from Tables A40.1 to A40.4 inclusive can be summarised as follows.  
The students who received the A and B grades for the subject of the English language while at the RTAFA do 
not have much difference on the Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA (C1), the Perceptions of 
attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA (C2), the Perceptions of motivation for 
studying English in the RTAFA (C3), and the Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire (C4).     
 
Table A40.5 Effect size estimates for difference between C1 Students with A Grade and 
C1 Students with C Grade on Perceptions of the English curriculum of the 
RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C1   A   –   C    (N=44)   
(N=102) A Grade C Grade   
Mean 0.29 0.50   
Mean Difference -0.21  
Stand. Dev. 1.00 0.77   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.85  
Effect Size -0.25  
 
There was a small difference between C1 Students with A Grade and C1 Students with C Grade on the 
Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of 
effect. 
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Table A40.6 Effect size estimates for difference between C2 Students with A Grade and 
C2 Students with C Grade on Perceptions of attitudes towards the 
teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C2   A   -   C (N=43)   
(N=100) A Grade C Grade   
Mean 1.18 0.74   
Mean Difference 0.44  
Stand. Dev. 0.78 0.78   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.78  
Effect Size 0.56  
 
There was a medium difference between C2 Students with A Grade and C2 Students with C Grade on the 
Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s 
descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
Table A40.7 Effect size estimates for difference between C3 Students with A Grade and 
C3 Students with C Grade on Perceptions of motivation for studying 
English in the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C3   A   -   C (N=37)   
(N=91) A Grade C Grade   
Mean 1.86 1.29   
Mean Difference 0.57  
Stand. Dev. 1.14 0.92   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.99  
Effect Size 0.57  
 
There was a medium difference between C3 Students with A Grade and C3 Students with C Grade on the 
Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude 
of effect. 
 
Table A40.8 Effect size estimates for difference between C4 Students with A Grade and   
                        C4 Students with C Grade on Perceptions of evaluation of the                           
                        questionnaire 
 
Rasch score  C4   A   -   C  (N=15)   
(N=31) A Grade C Grade   
Mean 1.49 1.30   
Mean Difference 0.19  
Stand. Dev. 0.68 0.93   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.86  
Effect Size 0.22  
 
There was a small difference between C4 Students with A Grade and C4 Students with C Grade on the 
Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
The results from Tables A40.5 to A40.8 inclusive can be summarised as follows.  
The students who received the A and C grades for the subject of the English language while at the RTAFA do 
not have much difference on the Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA (C1) and the Perceptions 
of evaluation of the questionnaire (C4). However, they differ on the Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching 
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and learning of English in the RTAFA (C2) and the Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the 
RTAFA (C3).  
 
Table A40.9 Effect size estimates for difference between C1 Students with A Grade and 
C1 Students with D Grade on Perceptions of the English curriculum of the 
RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C1   A   –   D    (N=44)   
(N=30) A Grade D Grade   
Mean 0.29 0.43   
Mean Difference -0.14  
Stand. Dev. 1.00 1.01   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 1.00  
Effect Size -0.14  
 
There was a very small difference between C1 Students with A Grade and C1 Students with D Grade on the 
Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of 
effect. 
 
Table A40.10 Effect size estimates for difference between C2 Students with A Grade and 
C2 Students with D Grade on Perceptions of attitudes towards the 
teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C2   A   -   D (N=43)   
(N=30) A Grade D Grade   
Mean 1.18 0.29   
Mean Difference 0.89  
Stand. Dev. 0.78 0.80   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.79  
Effect Size 1.12  
 
There was a large difference between C2 Students with A Grade and C2 Students with D Grade on the 
Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s 
descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
Table A40.11 Effect size estimates for difference between C3 Students with A Grade and 
C3 Students with D Grade on Perceptions of motivation for studying 
English in the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C3   A   -   D (N=37)   
(N=29) A Grade D Grade   
Mean 1.86 1.02   
Mean Difference 0.84  
Stand. Dev. 1.14 0.91   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 1.05  
Effect Size 0.79  
 
There was a large difference between C3 Students with A Grade and C3 Students with D Grade on the 
Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude 
of effect. 
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Table A40.12 Effect size estimates for difference between C4 Students with A Grade and   
                        C4 Students with D Grade on Perceptions of evaluation of the   
                        questionnaire 
 
Rasch score  C4   A   -   D  (N=15)   
(N=15) A Grade D Grade   
Mean 1.49 1.54   
Mean Difference -0.05  
Stand. Dev. 0.68 0.65   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.67  
Effect Size -0.07  
 
There was a very small difference between C4 Students with A Grade and C4 Students with D Grade on the 
Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
The results from Tables A40.9 to A40.12 inclusive can be summarised as follows.  
The students who received the A and D grades for the subject of the English language while at the RTAFA do 
not differ much at all on the Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA (C1) and the Perceptions of 
evaluation of the questionnaire (C4). However, they differ much on the Perceptions of attitudes towards the 
teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA (C2) and the Perceptions of motivation for studying English in 
the RTAFA (C3). 
 
Table A40.13 Effect size estimates for difference between C1 Students with B Grade and 
C1 Students with C Grade on Perceptions of the English curriculum of the 
RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C1   B   –   C    
(N=116)   (N=102) B Grade C Grade   
Mean 0.49 0.50   
Mean Difference -0.01  
Stand. Dev. 0.92 0.77   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.85  
Effect Size -0.01  
 
There was a very small difference between C1 Students with B Grade and C1 Students with C Grade on the 
Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of 
effect. 
 
Table A40.14 Effect size estimates for difference between C2 Students with B Grade and 
C2 Students with C Grade on Perceptions of attitudes towards the 
teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C2   B   -   C (N=116)   
(N=100) B Grade C Grade   
Mean 0.97 0.74   
Mean Difference 0.23  
Stand. Dev. 0.91 0.78   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.85  
Effect Size 0.27  
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There was a small difference between C2 Students with B Grade and C2 Students with C Grade on the 
Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s 
descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
Table A40.15 Effect size estimates for difference between C3 Students with B Grade and 
C3 Students with C Grade on Perceptions of motivation for studying 
English in the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C3   B   -   C (N=111)   
(N=91) B Grade C Grade   
Mean 1.53 1.29   
Mean Difference 0.24  
Stand. Dev. 0.99 0.92   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.96  
Effect Size 0.25  
 
There was a small difference between C3 Students with B Grade and C3 Students with C Grade on the 
Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude 
of effect. 
 
Table A40.16 Effect size estimates for difference between C4 Students with B Grade and   
                        C4 Students with C Grade on Perceptions of evaluation of the   
                        questionnaire 
 
Rasch score  C4   B   -   C  (N=39)   
(N=31) B Grade C Grade   
Mean 1.45 1.30   
Mean Difference 0.15  
Stand. Dev. 0.67 0.93   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.80  
Effect Size 0.19  
 
There was a small difference between C4 Students with B Grade and C4 Students with C Grade on the 
Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
The results from Tables A40.13 to A40.16 inclusive can be summarised as follows.  
The students who received the B and C grades for the subject of the English language while at the RTAFA do 
not have much difference on the Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA (C1), the Perceptions of 
attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA (C2), the Perceptions of motivation for 
studying English in the RTAFA (C3), and the Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire (C4).     
 
 441 
Table A40.17 Effect size estimates for difference between C1 Students with B Grade and 
C1 Students with D Grade on Perceptions of the English curriculum of the 
RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C1   B   –   D    
(N=116)   (N=30) B Grade D Grade   
Mean 0.49 0.43   
Mean Difference 0.06  
Stand. Dev. 0.92 1.01   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.94  
Effect Size 0.06  
 
There was a very small difference between C1 Students with B Grade and C1 Students with D Grade on the 
Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of 
effect. 
 
Table A40.18 Effect size estimates for difference between C2 Students with B Grade and 
C2 Students with D Grade on Perceptions of attitudes towards the 
teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C2   B   -   D (N=116)   
(N=30) B Grade D Grade   
Mean 0.97 0.29   
Mean Difference 0.68  
Stand. Dev. 0.91 0.80   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.89  
Effect Size 0.76  
 
There was a large difference between C2 Students with B Grade and C2 Students with D Grade on the 
Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s 
descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
Table A40.19 Effect size estimates for difference between C3 Students with B Grade and 
C3 Students with D Grade on Perceptions of motivation for studying 
English in the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C3   B   -   D (N=111)   
(N=29) B Grade D Grade   
Mean 1.53 1.02   
Mean Difference 0.51  
Stand. Dev. 0.99 0.91   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.97  
Effect Size 0.52  
 
There was a medium difference between C3 Students with B Grade and C3 Students with D Grade on the 
Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude 
of effect. 
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Table A40.20 Effect size estimates for difference between C4 Students with B Grade and   
                        C4 Students with D Grade on Perceptions of evaluation of the   
                        questionnaire 
 
Rasch score  C4   B   -   D  (N=39)   
(N=15) B Grade D Grade   
Mean 1.45 1.54   
Mean Difference -0.09  
Stand. Dev. 0.67 0.65   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.66  
Effect Size -0.13  
 
There was a very small difference between C4 Students with B Grade and C4 Students with D Grade on the 
Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
The results from Tables A40.17 to A40.20 inclusive can be summarised as follows.  
The students who received the B and D grades for the subject of the English language while at the RTAFA do 
not have much difference at all on the Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA (C1) and the 
Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire (C4). However, they differ on the Perceptions of attitudes towards 
the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA (C2) and the Perceptions of motivation for studying English 
in the RTAFA (C3) differ. 
 
Table A40.21 Effect size estimates for difference between C1 Students with C Grade and 
C1 Students with D Grade on Perceptions of the English curriculum of the 
RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C1   C   –   D    
(N=102)   (N=30) C Grade D Grade   
Mean 0.50 0.43   
Mean Difference 0.07  
Stand. Dev. 0.77 1.01   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.83  
Effect Size 0.08  
 
There was a very small difference between C1 Students with C Grade and C1 Students with D Grade on the 
Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of 
effect. 
 
Table A40.22 Effect size estimates for difference between C2 Students with C Grade and 
C2 Students with D Grade on Perceptions of attitudes towards the 
teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C2   C   -   D (N=100)   
(N=30) C Grade D Grade   
Mean 0.74 0.29   
Mean Difference 0.45  
Stand. Dev. 0.78 0.80   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.78  
Effect Size 0.57  
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There was a medium difference between C2 Students with C Grade and C2 Students with D Grade on the 
Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s 
descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
Table A40.23 Effect size estimates for difference between C3 Students with C Grade and 
C3 Students with D Grade on Perceptions of motivation for studying 
English in the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C3   C   -   D (N=91)   
(N=29) C Grade D Grade   
Mean 1.29 1.02   
Mean Difference 0.27  
Stand. Dev. 0.92 0.91   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.92  
Effect Size 0.29  
 
There was a small difference between C3 Students with C Grade and C3 Students with D Grade on the 
Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude 
of effect. 
 
Table A40.24 Effect size estimates for difference between C4 Students with C Grade and   
                        C4 Students with D Grade on Perceptions of evaluation of the   
                        questionnaire 
 
Rasch score  C4   C   -   D  (N=31)   
(N=15) C Grade D Grade   
Mean 1.30 1.54   
Mean Difference -0.24  
Stand. Dev. 0.93 0.65   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.85  
Effect Size -0.28  
 
There was a small difference between C4 Students with C Grade and C4 Students with D Grade on the 
Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
The results from Tables A40.21 to A40.24 inclusive can be summarised as follows.  
The students who received the C and D grades for the subject of the English language while at the RTAFA do 
not have much difference on the Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA (C1), the Perceptions of 
motivation for studying English in the RTAFA (C3), and the Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire (C4). 
However, these students differ on the Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the 
RTAFA (C2). 
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APPENDIX 41 
Results from Calculations of Effect Sizes for Comparisons of 
Category Question 77 (Preference for the Number of Students in Class) 
 
The results from calculations of effect sizes for each comparison are shown in Tables A41.1 
to A41.16. 
 
Table A41.1 Effect size estimates for difference between C1 No more than 10 students 
and C1 11-20 students on Perceptions of the English curriculum of the 
RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C1 1-10 – 11-20    
(N=144)   (N=196) 1-10 11-20   
Mean 0.29 0.45   
Mean Difference -0.16  
Stand. Dev. 0.92 0.90   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.91  
Effect Size -0.18  
 
There was a small difference between C1 No more than 10 students and C1 11-20 students on the Perceptions of 
the English curriculum of the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
Table A41.2 Effect size estimates for difference between C2 No more than 10 students 
and C2 11-20 students on Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching 
and learning of English in the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C2 1-10 – 11-20 
(N=144)   (N=196) 1-10 11-20   
Mean 0.86 0.84   
Mean Difference 0.02  
Stand. Dev. 0.81 0.84   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.83  
Effect Size 0.02  
 
There was a very small difference between C2 No more than 10 students and C2 11-20 students on the 
Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s 
descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
Table A41.3 Effect size estimates for difference between C3 No more than 10 students 
and C3 11-20 students on Perceptions of motivation for studying English 
in the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C3 1-10 – 11-20 
(N=132)   (N=184) 1-10 11-20   
Mean 1.63 1.35   
Mean Difference 0.28  
Stand. Dev. 1.03 0.98   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 1.00  
Effect Size 0.28  
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There was a small difference between C3 No more than 10 students and C3 11-20 students on the Perceptions of 
motivation for studying English in the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
Table A41.4 Effect size estimates for difference between C4 No more than 10 students   
                        and C4 11-20 students on Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire 
 
Rasch score  C4 1-10 – 11-20  
(N=58)   (N=75) 1-10 11-20   
Mean 1.26 1.44   
Mean Difference -0.18  
Stand. Dev. 0.90 0.86   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.88  
Effect Size -0.20  
 
There was a small difference between C4 No more than 10 students and C4 11-20 students on the Perceptions of 
evaluation of the questionnaire scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
The results from Tables A41.1 to A41.4 inclusive can be summarised as follows.  
The students who prefer to have no more than 10 students in an English class and those who prefer to have 11-20 
students in an English class do not have much difference on the Perceptions of the English curriculum of the 
RTAFA (C1), the Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA (C2), the 
Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA (C3), and the Perceptions of evaluation of the 
questionnaire (C4).     
 
Table A41.5 Effect size estimates for difference between C1 No more than 10 students 
and C1 21-30 students on Perceptions of the English curriculum of the 
RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C1 1-10 – 21-30    
(N=144)   (N=79) 1-10 21-30   
Mean 0.29 0.66   
Mean Difference -0.37  
Stand. Dev. 0.92 0.80   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.88  
Effect Size -0.42  
 
There was a small difference between C1 No more than 10 students and C1 21-30 students on the Perceptions of 
the English curriculum of the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
Table A41.6 Effect size estimates for difference between C2 No more than 10 students 
and C2 21-30 students on Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching 
and learning of English in the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C2 1-10 – 21-30 
(N=144)   (N=79) 1-10 21-30   
Mean 0.86 1.01   
Mean Difference -0.15  
Stand. Dev. 0.81 0.89   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.84  
Effect Size -0.18  
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There was a small difference between C2 No more than 10 students and C2 21-30 students on the Perceptions of 
attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the 
magnitude of effect. 
 
Table A41.7 Effect size estimates for difference between C3 No more than 10 students 
and C3 21-30 students on Perceptions of motivation for studying English 
in the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C3 1-10 – 21-30 
(N=132)   (N=78) 1-10 21-30   
Mean 1.63 1.24   
Mean Difference 0.39  
Stand. Dev. 1.03 0.86   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.97  
Effect Size 0.40  
 
There was a small difference between C3 No more than 10 students and C3 21-30 students on the Perceptions of 
motivation for studying English in the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
Table A41.8 Effect size estimates for difference between C4 No more than 10 students   
                        and C4 21-30 students on Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire 
 
Rasch score  C4 1-10 – 21-30  
(N=58)   (N=26) 1-10 21-30   
Mean 1.26 1.55   
Mean Difference -0.29  
Stand. Dev. 0.90 0.66   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.83  
Effect Size -0.34  
 
There was a small difference between C4 No more than 10 students and C4 21-30 students on the Perceptions of 
evaluation of the questionnaire scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
The results from Tables A41.5 to A41.8 inclusive can be summarised as follows.  
The students who prefer to have no more than 10 students in an English class and those who prefer to have 21-30 
students in an English class do not have much difference on the Perceptions of the English curriculum of the 
RTAFA (C1), the Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA (C2), the 
Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA (C3), and the Perceptions of evaluation of the 
questionnaire (C4).     
 
Table A41.9 Effect size estimates for difference between C1 11-20 students and C1 21-
30 students on Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C1 11-20 – 21-30    
(N=196)   (N=79) 11-20 21-30   
Mean 0.45 0.66   
Mean Difference -0.21  
Stand. Dev. 0.90 0.80   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.87  
Effect Size -0.24  
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There was a small difference between C1 11-20 students and C1 21-30 students on the Perceptions of the 
English curriculum of the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
Table A41.10 Effect size estimates for difference between C2 11-20 students and C2 21-
30 students on Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning 
of English in the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C2 11-20 – 21-30 
(N=196)   (N=79) 11-20 21-30   
Mean 0.84 1.01   
Mean Difference -0.17  
Stand. Dev. 0.84 0.89   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.85  
Effect Size -0.20  
 
There was a small difference between C2 11-20 students and C2 21-30 students on the Perceptions of attitudes 
towards the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude 
of effect. 
 
Table A41.11 Effect size estimates for difference between C3 11-20 students and C3 21-
30 students on Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the 
RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C3 11-20 – 21-30 
(N=184)   (N=78) 11-20 21-30   
Mean 1.35 1.24   
Mean Difference 0.11  
Stand. Dev. 0.98 0.86   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.95  
Effect Size 0.12  
 
There was a very small difference between C3 11-20 students and C3 21-30 students on the Perceptions of 
motivation for studying English in the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
Table A41.12 Effect size estimates for difference between C4 11-20 students and C4 21-  
                        30 students on Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire 
 
Rasch score  C4 11-20 – 21-30  
(N=75)   (N=26) 11-20 21-30   
Mean 1.44 1.55   
Mean Difference -0.11  
Stand. Dev. 0.86 0.66   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.81  
Effect Size -0.13  
 
There was a very small difference between C4 11-20 students and C4 21-30 students on the Perceptions of 
evaluation of the questionnaire scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
The results from Tables A41.9 to A41.12 inclusive can be summarised as follows.  
The students who prefer to have 11-20 students in an English class and those who prefer to have 21-30 students 
in an English class do not have much difference on the Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA 
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(C1), the Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA (C2), the 
Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA (C3), and the Perceptions of evaluation of the 
questionnaire (C4).     
 
Table A41.13 Effect size estimates for difference between C1 Students with preferences 
(View) and C1 Students with no preferences (No View) on Perceptions of 
the English curriculum of the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C1 View–No View   
(N=419)   (N=45) View No View   
Mean 0.44 0.64   
Mean Difference -0.20  
Stand. Dev. 0.90 0.75   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.89  
Effect Size -0.23  
 
There was a small difference between C1 Students with preferences (View) and C1 Students with no preferences 
(No View) on the Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the 
magnitude of effect. 
 
Table A41.14 Effect size estimates for difference between C2 Students with preferences 
(View) and C2 Students with no preferences (No View) on Perceptions of 
attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C2 View-No View 
(N=419)   (N=44) View No View   
Mean 0.88 0.71   
Mean Difference 0.17  
Stand. Dev. 0.84 0.70   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.83  
Effect Size 0.20  
 
There was a small difference between C2 Students with preferences (View) and C2 Students with no preferences 
(No View) on the Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA scale, 
using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
Table A41.15 Effect size estimates for difference between C3 Students with preferences 
(View) and C3 Students with no preferences (No View) on Perceptions of 
motivation for studying English in the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C3 View-No View 
(N=394)   (N=40) View No View   
Mean 1.42 1.44   
Mean Difference -0.02  
Stand. Dev. 0.98 1.03   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.98  
Effect Size -0.02  
 
There was a very small difference between C3 Students with preferences (View) and C3 Students with no 
preferences (No View) on the Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s 
descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 449 
Table A41.16 Effect size estimates for difference between C4 Students with preferences   
                        (View) and C4 Students with no preferences (No View) on Perceptions of   
                        evaluation of the questionnaire 
 
Rasch score  C4 View-No View  
(N=159)   (N=14) View No View   
Mean 1.39 1.11   
Mean Difference 0.28  
Stand. Dev. 0.85 0.78   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.84  
Effect Size 0.33  
 
There was a small difference between C4 Students with preferences (View) and C4 Students with no preferences 
(No View) on the Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the 
magnitude of effect. 
 
The results from Tables A41.13 to A41.16 inclusive can be summarised as follows.  
The students who have preferences of the number of the students in an English class while studying at the 
RTAFA and those who have no preference of the number of the students in an English class at the academy do 
not have much difference on the Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA (C1), the Perceptions of 
attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA (C2), the Perceptions of motivation for 
studying English in the RTAFA (C3), and the Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire (C4).     
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APPENDIX 42 
Results from Calculations of Effect Sizes for Comparisons of 
Category Questions 31 and 77 (Relationships between the Students’ Grades and their 
Preferences for the Number of Students in Each Class) 
 
The results from calculations of effect sizes for each comparison are shown in Tables A42.1 
to A42.48. 
 
Table A42.1 Effect size estimates for difference between C1 A students with no 
preferences and C1 A students with a preference of 21-30 student class on 
Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C1 Anon-A 21-30    
(N=7)        (N=8) A No View A 21-30    
Mean 0.63 0.42   
Mean Difference 0.21  
Stand. Dev. 0.76 1.24   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 1.05  
Effect Size 0.19  
 
There was a small difference between C1 A students with no preferences and C1 A students with a preference of 
21-30 student class on the Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors 
for the magnitude of effect. 
 
Table A42.2 Effect size estimates for difference between C2 A students with no 
preferences and C2 A students with a preference of 21-30 student class on 
Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in 
the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C2 Anon-A 21-30    
(N=7)        (N=8) A No View A 21-30    
Mean 0.86 1.37   
Mean Difference -0.51  
Stand. Dev. 0.57 0.81   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.71  
Effect Size -0.68  
 
There was a medium difference between C2 A students with no preferences and C2 A students with a preference 
of 21-30 student class on the Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA 
scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
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Table A42.3 Effect size estimates for difference between C3 A students with no 
preferences and C3 A students with a preference of 21-30 student class on 
Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C3 Anon-A 21-30    
(N=5)        (N=8) A No View A 21-30    
Mean 1.56 1.35   
Mean Difference 0.21  
Stand. Dev. 1.18 1.16   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 1.17  
Effect Size 0.17  
 
There was a small difference between C3 A students with no preferences and C3 A students with a preference of 
21-30 student class on the Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s 
descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
Table A42.4 Effect size estimates for difference between C4 A students with no                           
                        preferences and C4 A students with a preference of 21-30 student class on     
                        Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire 
 
Rasch score  C4 Anon-A 21-30    
(N=3)   (N=4) A No View A 21-30    
Mean 1.66 1.68   
Mean Difference -0.02  
Stand. Dev. 0.55 0.45   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.49  
Effect Size -0.03  
 
There was a very small difference between C4 A students with no preferences and C4 A students with a 
preference of 21-30 student class on the Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire scale, using Cohen’s 
descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
The results from Tables A42.1 to A42.4 inclusive can be summarised as follows.  
The A-grade students who had no preferences of the number of the students in an English class at the RTAFA 
and those who preferred to have 21-30 students in an English class do not have much difference on the 
Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA (C1), the Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and 
learning of English in the RTAFA (C2), and the Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire (C4). However, 
they differ on the Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA (C3). 
 
Table A42.5 Effect size estimates for difference between C1 A students with no 
preferences and C1 A students with a preference of 11-20 student class on 
Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C1 Anon-A 11-20    
(N=7)        (N=16) A No View A 11-20    
Mean 0.63 0.45   
Mean Difference 0.18  
Stand. Dev. 0.76 1.00   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.94  
Effect Size 0.19  
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There was a small difference between C1 A students with no preferences and C1 A students with a preference of 
11-20 student class on the Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors 
for the magnitude of effect. 
 
Table A42.6 Effect size estimates for difference between C2 A students with no 
preferences and C2 A students with a preference of 11-20 student class on 
Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in 
the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C2 Anon-A 11-20    
(N=7)        (N=16) A No View A 11-20    
Mean 0.86 1.28   
Mean Difference -0.42  
Stand. Dev. 0.57 0.79   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.73  
Effect Size -0.55  
 
There was a medium difference between C2 A students with no preferences and C2 A students with a preference 
of 11-20 student class on the Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA 
scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
Table A42.7 Effect size estimates for difference between C3 A students with no 
preferences and C3 A students with a preference of 11-20 student class on 
Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C3 Anon-A 11-20    
(N=5)        (N=14) A No View A 11-20    
Mean 1.56 2.40   
Mean Difference -0.84  
Stand. Dev. 1.18 0.76   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.88  
Effect Size -0.91  
 
There was a large difference between C3 A students with no preferences and C3 A students with a preference of 
11-20 student class on the Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s 
descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
Table A42.8 Effect size estimates for difference between C4 A students with no   
                        preferences and C4 A students with a preference of 11-20 student class on     
                        Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire 
 
Rasch score  C4 Anon-A 11-20    
(N=3)   (N=5) A No View A 11-20    
Mean 1.66 1.60   
Mean Difference 0.06  
Stand. Dev. 0.55 0.53   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.54  
Effect Size 0.10  
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There was a very small difference between C4 A students with no preferences and C4 A students with a 
preference of 11-20 student class on the Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire scale, using Cohen’s 
descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
The results from Tables A42.5 to A42.8 inclusive can be summarised as follows.  
The A-grade students who had no preferences of the number of the students in an English class at the RTAFA 
and those who preferred to have 11-20 students in an English class do not have much difference on the 
Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA (C1), and the Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire 
(C4). However, they differ on the Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the 
RTAFA (C2), and the Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA (C3).  
 
Table A42.9 Effect size estimates for difference between C1 A students with no 
preferences and C1 A students with a preference of 1-10 student class on 
Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C1 Anon-A 1-10    
(N=7)        (N=12) A No View A 1-10    
Mean 0.63 -0.17   
Mean Difference 0.80  
Stand. Dev. 0.76 0.94   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.88  
Effect Size 0.87  
 
There was a large difference between C1 A students with no preferences and C1 A students with a preference of 
1-10 student class on the Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors 
for the magnitude of effect. 
 
Table A42.10 Effect size estimates for difference between C2 A students with no 
preferences and C2 A students with a preference of 1-10 student class on 
Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in 
the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C2 Anon-A 1-10    
(N=7)        (N=12) A No View A 1-10    
Mean 0.86 1.11   
Mean Difference -0.25  
Stand. Dev. 0.57 0.88   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.78  
Effect Size -0.30  
 
There was a small difference between C2 A students with no preferences and C2 A students with a preference of 
1-10 student class on the Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA 
scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
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Table A42.11 Effect size estimates for difference between C3 A students with no 
preferences and C3 A students with a preference of 1-10 student class on 
Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C3 Anon-A 1-10    
(N=5)        (N=10) A No View A 1-10    
Mean 1.56 1.67   
Mean Difference -0.11  
Stand. Dev. 1.18 1.39   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 1.33  
Effect Size -0.08  
 
There was a very small difference between C3 A students with no preferences and C3 A students with a 
preference of 1-10 student class on the Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA scale, using 
Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
Table A42.12 Effect size estimates for difference between C4 A students with no   
                        preferences and C4 A students with a preference of 1-10 student class on     
                        Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire 
 
Rasch score  C4 Anon-A 1-10    
(N=3)   (N=3) A No View A 1-10    
Mean 1.66 0.89   
Mean Difference 0.77  
Stand. Dev. 0.55 1.16   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.91  
Effect Size 0.68  
 
There was a medium difference between C4 A students with no preferences and C4 A students with a preference 
of 1-10 student class on the Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for 
the magnitude of effect. 
 
The results from Tables A42.9 to A42.12 inclusive can be summarised as follows.  
The A-grade students who had no preferences of the number of the students in an English class at the RTAFA 
and those who preferred to have 1-10 students in an English class do not have much difference on the 
Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA (C2), and the Perceptions of 
motivation for studying English in the RTAFA (C3). However, they differ on the Perceptions of the English 
curriculum of the RTAFA (C1), and the Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire (C4).  
 
Table A42.13 Effect size estimates for difference between C1 A students with a  
preference of 21-30 student class and C1 A students with a preference of 1-
10 student class on Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C1 A21-30–A1-10    
(N=8)        (N=12) A 21-30 A 1-10    
Mean 0.42 -0.17   
Mean Difference 0.59  
Stand. Dev. 1.24 0.94   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 1.07  
Effect Size 0.53  
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There was a medium difference between C1 A students with a preference of 21-30 student class and C1 A 
students with a preference of 1-10 student class on the Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA 
scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
Table A42.14 Effect size estimates for difference between C2 A students with a 
preference of 21-30 student class and C2 A students with a preference of  
1-10 student class on Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and 
learning of English in the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C2 A21-30–A1-10    
(N=8)        (N=12) A 21-30 A 1-10    
Mean 1.37 1.11   
Mean Difference 0.26  
Stand. Dev. 0.81 0.88   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.85  
Effect Size 0.29  
 
There was a small difference between C2 A students with a preference of 21-30 student class and C2 A students 
with a preference of 1-10 student class on the Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of 
English in the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
Table A42.15 Effect size estimates for difference between C3 A students with a 
preference of 21-30 and C3 A students with a preference of 1-10 student 
class on Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C3 A21-30–A1-10    
(N=8)        (N=10) A 21-30 A 1-10    
Mean 1.35 1.67   
Mean Difference -0.32  
Stand. Dev. 1.16 1.39   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 1.29  
Effect Size -0.24  
 
There was a small difference between C3 A students with a preference of 21-30 student class and C3 A students 
with a preference of 1-10 student class on the Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA 
scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
Table A42.16 Effect size estimates for difference between C4 A students with a   
                        preference of 21-30 student class and C4 A students with a preference of 1-  
                        10 student class on Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire 
 
Rasch score  C4 A21-30–A1-10    
(N=4)   (N=3) A 21-30 A 1-10    
Mean 1.68 0.89   
Mean Difference 0.79  
Stand. Dev. 0.45 1.16   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.81  
Effect Size 0.82  
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There was a large difference between C4 A students with a preference of 21-30 student class and C4 A students 
with a preference of 1-10 student class on the Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire scale, using 
Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
The results from Tables A42.13 to A42.16 inclusive can be summarised as follows.  
The A-grade students who had a preference of 21-30 students in an English class at the RTAFA and those who 
preferred to have 1-10 students in an English class do not have much difference on the Perceptions of attitudes 
towards the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA (C2), and the Perceptions of motivation for studying 
English in the RTAFA (C3). However, they differ on the Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA 
(C1), and the Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire (C4).  
 
Table A42.17 Effect size estimates for difference between C1 D students with no 
preferences and C1 D students with a preference of 21-30 student class on 
Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C1 Dnon-D 21-30    
(N=6)        (N=8) D No View D 21-30    
Mean 0.79 0.03   
Mean Difference 0.76  
Stand. Dev. 0.81 0.99   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.92  
Effect Size 0.77  
 
There was a large difference between C1 D students with no preferences and C1 D students with a preference of 
21-30 student class on the Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors 
for the magnitude of effect. 
 
Table A42.18 Effect size estimates for difference between C2 D students with no 
preferences and C2 D students with a preference of 21-30 student class on 
Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in 
the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C2 Dnon-D 21-30    
(N=6)        (N=8) D No View D 21-30    
Mean 0.57 -0.14   
Mean Difference 0.71  
Stand. Dev. 0.70 1.03   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.91  
Effect Size 0.73  
 
There was a medium difference between C2 D students with no preferences and C2 D students with a preference 
of 21-30 student class on the Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA 
scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
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Table A42.19 Effect size estimates for difference between C3 D students with no 
preferences and C3 D students with a preference of 21-30 student class on 
Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C3 Dnon-D 21-30    
(N=6)        (N=8) D No View D 21-30    
Mean 1.83 0.81   
Mean Difference 1.02  
Stand. Dev. 1.41 0.35   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.95  
Effect Size 1.00  
 
There was a large difference between C3 D students with no preferences and C3 D students with a preference of 
21-30 student class on the Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s 
descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
Table A42.20 Effect size estimates for difference between C4 D students with no   
                        preferences and C4 D students with a preference of 21-30 student class on     
                        Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire 
 
Rasch score  C4 Dnon-D 21-30    
(N=2)   (N=3) D No View D 21-30    
Mean 1.41 1.42   
Mean Difference -0.01  
Stand. Dev. 0.81 0.96   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.91  
Effect Size -0.01  
 
There was a very small difference between C4 D students with no preferences and C4 D students with a 
preference of 21-30 student class on the Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire scale, using Cohen’s 
descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
The results from Tables A42.17 to A42.20 inclusive can be summarised as follows.  
The D-grade students who had no preferences of the number of the students in an English class at the RTAFA 
and those who preferred to have 21-30 students in an English class differ much on the Perceptions of the English 
curriculum of the RTAFA (C1), the Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the 
RTAFA (C2), and the Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA (C3). However, they do not 
have much difference at all on the Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire (C4).  
 
Table A42.21 Effect size estimates for difference between C1 D students with no 
preferences and C1 D students with a preference of 11-20 student class on 
Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C1 Dnon-D 11-20    
(N=6)        (N=10) D No View D 11-20    
Mean 0.79 0.81   
Mean Difference -0.02  
Stand. Dev. 0.81 0.85   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.84  
Effect Size -0.02  
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There was a very small difference between C1 D students with no preferences and C1 D students with a 
preference of 11-20 student class on the Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA scale, using 
Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
Table A42.22 Effect size estimates for difference between C2 D students with no 
preferences and C2 D students with a preference of 11-20 student class on 
Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in 
the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C2 Dnon-D 11-20    
(N=6)        (N=10) D No View D 11-20    
Mean 0.57 0.58   
Mean Difference -0.01  
Stand. Dev. 0.70 0.70   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.70  
Effect Size -0.01  
 
There was a very small difference between C2 D students with no preferences and C2 D students with a 
preference of 11-20 student class on the Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in 
the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
Table A42.23 Effect size estimates for difference between C3 D students with no 
preferences and C3 D students with a preference of 11-20 student class on 
Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C3 Dnon-D 11-20    
(N=6)        (N=9) D No View D 11-20    
Mean 1.83 0.81   
Mean Difference 1.02  
Stand. Dev. 1.41 0.77   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 1.06  
Effect Size 0.90  
 
There was a large difference between C3 D students with no preferences and C3 D students with a preference of 
11-20 student class on the Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s 
descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
Table A42.24 Effect size estimates for difference between C4 D students with no   
                        preferences and C4 D students with a preference of 11-20 student class on     
                        Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire 
 
Rasch score  C4 Dnon-D 11-20    
(N=2)   (N=5) D No View D 11-20    
Mean 1.41 1.79   
Mean Difference -0.38  
Stand. Dev. 0.81 0.43   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.53  
Effect Size -0.60  
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There was a medium difference between C4 D students with no preferences and C4 D students with a preference 
of 11-20 student class on the Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for 
the magnitude of effect. 
 
The results from Tables A42.21 to A42.24 inclusive can be summarised as follows.  
The D-grade students who had no preferences of the number of the students in an English class at the RTAFA 
and those who preferred to have 11-20 students in an English class do not have much difference on the 
Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA (C1), and the Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching 
and learning of English in the RTAFA (C2). However, they differ on the Perceptions of motivation for studying 
English in the RTAFA (C3) and the Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire (C4).  
 
Table A42.25 Effect size estimates for difference between C1 D students with no 
preferences and C1 D students with a preference of 1-10 student class on 
Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C1 Dnon - D 1-10    
(N=6)        (N=6) D No View D 1-10    
Mean 0.79 -0.03   
Mean Difference 0.82  
Stand. Dev. 0.81 1.29   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 1.08  
Effect Size 0.70  
 
There was a medium difference between C1 D students with no preferences and C1 D students with a preference 
of 1-10 student class on the Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s 
descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
Table A42.26 Effect size estimates for difference between C2 D students with no 
preferences and C2 D students with a preference of 1-10 student class on 
Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in 
the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C2 Dnon - D 1-10    
(N=6)        (N=6) D No View D 1-10    
Mean 0.57 0.08   
Mean Difference 0.49  
Stand. Dev. 0.70 0.53   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.62  
Effect Size 0.73  
 
There was medium difference between C2 D students with no preferences and C2 D students with a preference 
of 1-10 student class on the Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA 
scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
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Table A42.27 Effect size estimates for difference between C3 D students with no 
preferences and C3 D students with a preference of 1-10 student class on 
Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C3 Dnon - D 1-10    
(N=6)        (N=6) D No View D 1-10    
Mean 1.83 0.79   
Mean Difference 1.04  
Stand. Dev. 1.41 0.70   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 1.11  
Effect Size 0.86  
 
There was a large difference between C3 D students with no preferences and C3 D students with a preference of 
1-10 student class on the Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s 
descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
Table A42.28 Effect size estimates for difference between C4 D students with no   
                        preferences and C4 D students with a preference of 1-10 student class on     
                        Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire 
 
Rasch score  C4 Dnon-D 1-10    
(N=2)   (N=5) D No View D 1-10    
Mean 1.41 1.43   
Mean Difference -0.02  
Stand. Dev. 0.81 0.74   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.75  
Effect Size -0.02  
 
There was a very small difference between C4 D students with no preferences and C4 D students with a 
preference of 1-10 student class on the Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire scale, using Cohen’s 
descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
The results from Tables A42.25 to A42.28 inclusive can be summarised as follows.  
The D-grade students who had no preferences of the number of the students in an English class at the RTAFA 
and those who preferred to have 1-10 students in an English class do not have much difference at all on the 
Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire (C4). However, they differ on the Perceptions of the English 
curriculum of the RTAFA (C1), the Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the 
RTAFA (C2) and the Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA (C3).  
 
Table A42.29 Effect size estimates for difference between C1 D students with a  
preference of 21-30 student class and C1 D students with a preference of  
1-10 student class on Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C1 D21-30–D1-10    
(N=8)        (N=6) D 21-30 D 1-10    
Mean 0.03 -0.03   
Mean Difference 0.06  
Stand. Dev. 0.99 1.29   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 1.12  
Effect Size 0.05  
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There was a very small difference between C1 D students with a preference of 21-30 student class and C1 D 
students with a preference of 1-10 student class on the Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA 
scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
Table A42.30 Effect size estimates for difference between C2 D students with a 
preference of 21-30 student class and C2 D students with a preference of  
1-10 student class on Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and 
learning of English in the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C2 D21-30–D1-10    
(N=8)        (N=6) D 21-30 D 1-10    
Mean -0.14 0.08   
Mean Difference -0.22  
Stand. Dev. 1.03 0.53   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.86  
Effect Size -0.24  
 
There was a small difference between C2 D students with a preference of 21-30 student class and C2 D students 
with a preference of 1-10 student class on the Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of 
English in the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
Table A42.31 Effect size estimates for difference between C3 D students with a 
preference of 21-30 and C3 D students with a preference of 1-10 student 
class on Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C3 D21-30–D1-10    
(N=8)        (N=6) D 21-30 D 1-10    
Mean 0.81 0.79   
Mean Difference 0.02  
Stand. Dev. 0.35 0.70   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.53  
Effect Size 0.03  
 
There was a very small difference between C3 D students with a preference of 21-30 student class and C3 D 
students with a preference of 1-10 student class on the Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the 
RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
Table A42.32 Effect size estimates for difference between C4 D students with a   
                        preference of 21-30 student class and C4 D students with a preference of 1-  
                        10 student class on Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire 
 
Rasch score  C4 D21-30–D1-10    
(N=3)   (N=5) D 21-30 D 1-10    
Mean 1.42 1.43   
Mean Difference -0.01  
Stand. Dev. 0.96 0.74   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.82  
Effect Size -0.01  
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There was a very small difference between C4 D students with a preference of 21-30 student class and C4 D 
students with a preference of 1-10 student class on the Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire scale, 
using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
The results from Tables A42.29 to A42.32 inclusive can be summarised as follows.  
The D-grade students who had a preference of 21-30 students in an English class at the RTAFA and the D-grade 
students who preferred to have 1-10 students in an English class do not have much difference at all on the 
Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA (C1), the Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and 
learning of English in the RTAFA (C2), the Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA (C3) 
and the Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire (C4).  
 
Table A42.33 Effect size estimates for difference between C1 A students with no 
preferences and C1 D students with no preferences on Perceptions of the 
English curriculum of the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C1 Anon - Dnon    
(N=7)        (N=6) A No View D No View    
Mean 0.63 0.79   
Mean Difference -0.16  
Stand. Dev. 0.76 0.81   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.78  
Effect Size -0.19  
 
There was a small difference between C1 A students with no preferences and C1 D students with no preferences 
on the Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude 
of effect. 
 
Table A42.34 Effect size estimates for difference between C2 A students with no 
preferences and C2 D students with no preferences on Perceptions of 
attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C2 Anon - Dnon    
(N=7)        (N=6) A No View D No View    
Mean 0.86 0.57   
Mean Difference 0.29  
Stand. Dev. 0.57 0.70   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.63  
Effect Size 0.43  
 
There was a small difference between C2 A students with no preferences and C2 D students with no preferences 
on the Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s 
descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
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Table A42.35 Effect size estimates for difference between C3 A students with no 
preferences and C3 D students with no preferences on Perceptions of 
motivation for studying English in the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C3 Anon - Dnon    
(N=5)        (N=6) A No View D No View    
Mean 1.56 1.83   
Mean Difference -0.27  
Stand. Dev. 1.18 1.41   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 1.31  
Effect Size -0.19  
 
There was a small difference between C3 A students with no preferences and C3 D students with no preferences 
on the Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the 
magnitude of effect. 
 
Table A42.36 Effect size estimates for difference between C4 A students with no   
                        preferences and C4 D students with no preferences on Perceptions of   
                        evaluation of the questionnaire 
 
Rasch score  C4 Anon - Dnon    
(N=3)   (N=2) A No View D No View    
Mean 1.66 1.41   
Mean Difference 0.25  
Stand. Dev. 0.55 0.81   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.65  
Effect Size 0.28  
 
There was a small difference between C4 A students with no preferences and C4 D students with no preferences 
on the Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of 
effect. 
 
The results from Tables A42.33 to A42.36 inclusive can be summarised as follows.  
The A-grade and the D-grade students who had no preferences of the number of the students in an English class 
at the RTAFA do not have much difference on the Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA (C1), 
the Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA (C2), the Perceptions of 
motivation for studying English in the RTAFA (C3) and the Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire (C4).  
 
Table A42.37 Effect size estimates for difference between C1 A students with a  
preference of 21-30 student class and C1 D students with a preference of 
21-30 student class on Perceptions of the English curriculum of the 
RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C1A21-30-D21-30    
(N=8)        (N=8) A 21-30 D 21-30    
Mean 0.42 0.03   
Mean Difference 0.39  
Stand. Dev. 1.24 0.99   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 1.12  
Effect Size 0.33  
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There was a small difference between C1 A students with a preference of 21-30 student class and C1 D students 
with a preference of 21-30 student class on the Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA scale, using 
Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
Table A42.38 Effect size estimates for difference between C2 A students with a 
preference of 21-30 student class and C2 D students with a preference of 
21-30 student class on Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and 
learning of English in the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C2A21-30-D21-30    
(N=8)        (N=8) A 21-30 D 21-30    
Mean 1.37 -0.14   
Mean Difference 1.51  
Stand. Dev. 0.81 1.03   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.93  
Effect Size 1.54  
 
There was a large difference between C2 A students with a preference of 21-30 student class and C2 D students 
with a preference of 21-30 student class on the Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of 
English in the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
Table A42.39 Effect size estimates for difference between C3 A students with a 
preference of 21-30 and C3 D students with a preference of 21-30 student 
class on Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C3A21-30-D21-30    
(N=8)        (N=8) A 21-30 D 21-30    
Mean 1.35 0.81   
Mean Difference 0.54  
Stand. Dev. 1.16 0.35   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.86  
Effect Size 0.60  
 
There was a medium difference between C3 A students with a preference of 21-30 student class and C3 D 
students with a preference of 21-30 student class on the Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the 
RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
Table A42.40 Effect size estimates for difference between C4 A students with a   
                        preference of 21-30 student class and C4 D students with a preference of   
                        21-30 student class on Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire 
 
Rasch score  C4A21-30-D21-30    
(N=4)   (N=3) A 21-30 D 21-30    
Mean 1.68 1.42   
Mean Difference 0.26  
Stand. Dev. 0.45 0.96   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.70  
Effect Size 0.31  
 
There was a small difference between C4 A students with a preference of 21-30 student class and C4 D students 
with a preference of 21-30 student class on the Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire scale, using 
Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
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The results from Tables A42.37 to A42.40 inclusive can be summarised as follows.  
The A-grade and the D-grade students who had a preference of 21-30 students in an English class at the RTAFA 
do not have much difference on the Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA (C1), and the 
Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire (C4). However, they differ much on the Perceptions of attitudes 
towards the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA (C2), and the Perceptions of motivation for studying 
English in the RTAFA (C3).   
 
Table A42.41 Effect size estimates for difference between C1 A students with a  
preference of 11-20 student class and C1 D students with a preference of 
11-20 student class on Perceptions of the English curriculum of the 
RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C1A11-20-D11-20    
(N=16)      (N=10) A 11-20 D 11-20    
Mean 0.45 0.81   
Mean Difference -0.36  
Stand. Dev. 1.00 0.85   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.95  
Effect Size -0.37  
 
There was a small difference between C1 A students with a preference of 11-20 student class and C1 D students 
with a preference of 11-20 student class on the Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA scale, using 
Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
Table A42.42 Effect size estimates for difference between C2 A students with a 
preference of 11-20 student class and C2 D students with a preference of 
11-20 student class on Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and 
learning of English in the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C2A11-20-D11-20    
(N=16)      (N=10) A 11-20 D 11-20    
Mean 1.28 0.58   
Mean Difference 0.70  
Stand. Dev. 0.79 0.70   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.76  
Effect Size 0.89  
 
There was a large difference between C2 A students with a preference of 11-20 student class and C2 D students 
with a preference of 11-20 student class on the Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of 
English in the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
 466 
Table A42.43 Effect size estimates for difference between C3 A students with a 
preference of 11-20 student class and C3 D students with a preference of 
11-20 student class on Perceptions of motivation for studying English in 
the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C3A11-20-D11-20    
(N=14)      (N=9) A 11-20 D 11-20    
Mean 2.40 0.81   
Mean Difference 1.59  
Stand. Dev. 0.76 0.77   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.76  
Effect Size 2.01  
 
There was a large difference between C3 A students with a preference of 11-20 student class and C3 D students 
with a preference of 11-20 student class on the Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA 
scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
Table A42.44 Effect size estimates for difference between C4 A students with a   
                        preference of 11-20 student class and C4 D students with a preference of   
                        11-20 student class on Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire 
 
Rasch score  C4A11-20-D11-20    
(N=5)   (N=5) A 11-20 D 11-20    
Mean 1.60 1.79   
Mean Difference -0.19  
Stand. Dev. 0.53 0.43   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.48  
Effect Size -0.36  
 
There was a small difference between C4 A students with a preference of 11-20 student class and C4 D students 
with a preference of 11-20 student class on the Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire scale, using 
Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
The results from Tables A42.41 to A42.44 inclusive can be summarised as follows.  
The A-grade and the D-grade students who had a preference of 11-20 students in an English class at the RTAFA 
do not have much difference on the Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA (C1), and the 
Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire (C4). However, they differ much on the Perceptions of attitudes 
towards the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA (C2), and the Perceptions of motivation for studying 
English in the RTAFA (C3).  
 
Table A42.45 Effect size estimates for difference between C1 A students with a  
preference of 1-10 student class and C1 D students with a preference of    
1-10 student class on Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C1 A 1-10–D 1-10    
(N=12)      (N=6) A 1-10 D 1-10    
Mean -0.17 -0.03   
Mean Difference -0.14  
Stand. Dev. 0.94 1.29   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 1.06  
Effect Size -0.13  
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There was a very small difference between C1 A students with a preference of 1-10 student class and C1 D 
students with a preference of 1-10 student class on the Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA 
scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
Table A42.46 Effect size estimates for difference between C2 A students with a 
preference of 1-10 student class and C2 D students with a preference of 1-
10 student class on Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and 
learning of English in the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C2 A 1-10–D 1-10    
(N=12)      (N=6) A 1-10 D 1-10    
Mean 1.11 0.08   
Mean Difference 1.03  
Stand. Dev. 0.88 0.53   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.79  
Effect Size 1.25  
 
There was a large difference between C2 A students with a preference of 1-10 student class and C2 D students 
with a preference of 1-10 student class on the Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of 
English in the RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
Table A42.47 Effect size estimates for difference between C3 A students with a 
preference of 1-10 and C3 D students with a preference of 1-10 student 
class on Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA 
 
Rasch score  C3 A 1-10–D 1-10    
(N=10)      (N=6) A 1-10 D 1-10    
Mean 1.67 0.79   
Mean Difference 0.88  
Stand. Dev. 1.39 0.70   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 1.19  
Effect Size 0.70  
 
There was a medium difference between C3 A students with a preference of 1-10 student class and C3 D 
students with a preference of 1-10 student class on the Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the 
RTAFA scale, using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
Table A42.48 Effect size estimates for difference between C4 A students with a   
                        preference of 1-10 student class and C4 D students with a preference of 1-  
                        10 student class on Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire 
 
Rasch score  C4 A 1-10–D 1-10    
(N=3)   (N=5) A 1-10 D 1-10    
Mean 0.89 1.43   
Mean Difference -0.54  
Stand. Dev. 1.16 0.74   
Pooled Stand. Dev. 0.90  
Effect Size -0.52  
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There was a medium difference between C4 A students with a preference of 1-10 student class and C4 D 
students with a preference of 1-10 student class on the Perceptions of evaluation of the questionnaire scale, 
using Cohen’s descriptors for the magnitude of effect. 
 
The results from Tables A42.45 to A42.48 inclusive can be summarised as follows.  
The A-grade and the D-grade students who had a preference of 1-10 students in an English class at the RTAFA 
do not have much difference at all on the Perceptions of the English curriculum of the RTAFA (C1). However, 
they differ on the Perceptions of attitudes towards the teaching and learning of English in the RTAFA (C2), the 
Perceptions of motivation for studying English in the RTAFA (C3) and the Perceptions of evaluation of the 
questionnaire (C4).  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
